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Senate 
The Senate was not in session today. Its next meeting will be held on Monday, March 22, 2004, at 12 noon. 

House of Representatives 
TUESDAY, MARCH 16, 2004

The House met at 12:30 p.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. CHOCOLA). 

f 

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC, 
March 16, 2004. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable CHRIS 
CHOCOLA to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

f 

MORNING HOUR DEBATES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 20, 2004, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by 
the majority and minority leaders for 
morning hour debates. The Chair will 
alternate recognition between the par-
ties, with each party limited to not to 
exceed 30 minutes, and each Member, 
except the majority leader, the minor-
ity leader, or the minority whip, lim-
ited to not to exceed 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. STEARNS) for 5 min-
utes.

f 

THE REAL WINNER OF THE 
SPANISH ELECTIONS 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I am 
here this morning to talk about the re-
cent tragedy in Spain. The real winner 

in the Spanish general elections was 
not the Socialist Party or its new 
Prime Minister or the Spanish people. 
The real winners were the terrorists 
who murdered 201 and wounded over 
1,500 Spaniards. 

The results in Spain’s general elec-
tions, in which Prime Minister Jose 
Maria Aznar’s party was defeated while 
the antiwar Socialist Party came to 
power after 8 years out of office, can be 
almost entirely attributed to the dev-
astating terrorist attacks just 3 days 
before. 

Is it a stretch to credit these terror-
ists with winning the election? Con-
sider this: The day before the train 
bombings, Aznar’s party was predicted 
to win comfortably. A mere 3 days and 
a changed nation later, the Socialist 
Party, whose main election year prom-
ise was to pull the Spanish troops out 
of Iraq, won by 5 percentage points. 

It was an incredible change in just 72 
hours. All it took was a note from peo-
ple claiming to be al Qaeda saying they 
were responsible for the bombing. 
Prime Minister Aznar was blamed by 
his countrymen for the bombings, 
which they linked to his strong support 
of the war in Iraq. Now the newly 
elected Spanish Prime Minister is 
poised to withdraw Spain’s 1,300 sol-
diers in Iraq. 

Spain is not the only country under 
retribution for fighting against terror. 
Pakistan’s President General 
Musharraf confirmed yesterday that al 
Qaeda was behind two assassination at-
tempts against him in December. 

Mr. Speaker, we have reached a crit-
ical moment in the international war 

on terror. Al Qaeda has long threat-
ened to attack any country that dares 
to help us. But now a true and valued 
ally has been hit, and they have chosen 
to withdraw from the coalition of the 
willing. 

We extend our sympathies and hand 
in friendship to the people in Spain, 
but we must realize that the surest 
way to encourage terrorism is to let 
terrorists think that their bombs will 
make us do their bidding. Retreat will 
result in more terrorism, not less. Ap-
peasement begets more appeasement, 
which leads to war. We can either abdi-
cate our responsibilities or face these 
terrorists with steely resolve. 

The Spaniards have their reasons for 
voting out the Aznar government. 
They have experienced a shocking or-
deal and they responded the only way 
they knew how in the short time they 
were given. But the people of America 
also had to vote against terrorist at-
tacks with a threat of war approach-
ing. In November 2003, the American 
people stood up to thugs like Osama 
bin Laden and Saddam Hussein and de-
fied off-year election history by choos-
ing Members of Congress from the 
President’s party who supported our 
war against terrorism. 

Mr. Speaker, the fact of the matter is 
that al Qaeda is an enemy of us and 
Western civilization, not just against 
our allies in the war who are fighting 
terror. In the international alignment 
of us versus them, the opponents are 
not the coalition of the willing or, 
quote, Old Europe, not warriors or 
pacifists. The two sides are tyranny 
and democracy. Al Qaeda’s mission is 
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not about particular countries; its hate 
transcends borders. As cited by David 
Brooks in the New York Times today, 
quote, ‘‘You love life and we love 
death,’’ unquote, the purported ter-
rorist said in the videotape found in 
Madrid. 

We are distinguished not by nation-
ality but that we choose freedom and 
the rule of law and the terrorists 
choose rule by force. We resolve our 
disputes at the ballot box, they with 
bombs. 

Furthermore, just because a country 
does not back the war in Iraq does not 
mean that it is safe from terror either. 
Of Spain itself, Osama bin Laden him-
self said long ago about Spain, modern 
Spain was al Qaeda’s enemy because in 
1492 the Spaniards removed all Muslims 
from their country. But also Osama bin 
Laden named Canada as one of al 
Qaeda’s enemies, even though our 
northern neighbor has been especially 
vocal in opposing intervention in Iraq. 
Turkey refused to let us invade Iraq 
from its territory but it, too, suffered 
terrorist attacks anyway. 

Mr. Speaker, these terrorists may 
use the excuse of Iraq to justify their 
massacre of innocents, but the fact of 
the matter is that their groups and 
these groups like al Qaeda are irra-
tional and remorseless. They are bar-
barians and their only goal is the death 
of the West. For we, the freedom-loving 
people, appeasement, capitulation, and 
negotiation with terrorists are not op-
tions. How the civilized world responds 
to this challenge will determine the fu-
ture of our society.

f 

IRRESPONSIBILITY WEEK 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 20, 2004, the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER) is recognized during 
morning hour debates. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, one week 
ago today, the majority leader, the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY), 
told the Members of this body and the 
national television audience watching 
C–SPAN, and I quote, ‘‘It is responsi-
bility week here in the House.’’ ‘‘It is 
responsibility week here in the House.’’ 

Well, Mr. Speaker, the majority lead-
er was only half right. Last week in-
deed was responsibility week, but the 
real responsibility was being exercised 
not here in this House but on the other 
side of Capitol Hill. 

While we named post office buildings, 
honored professional sports teams, and 
passed legislative solutions in search of 
national problems, the other Chamber 
adopted a bipartisan pay-as-you-go 
measure that repudiates the central 
fiction of the Republican Party’s fuzzy 
math: that we can somehow reign in 
record budget deficits created by the 
Bush administration and the Repub-
lican-controlled Congress while ignor-
ing the consequences of tax cuts. 

Do not take it from me, my Repub-
lican friends.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair must remind all Members not to 
characterize the actions of the Senate. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, as respon-
sible? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Either 
way.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, do not 
take it from me, my Republican 
friends, listen to a respected Member of 
your own party, the chairman of the 
Committee on Appropriations, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG.) In 
February Chairman YOUNG said, and I 
quote, ‘‘No one should expect a signifi-
cant deficit reduction as a result of 
austere nondefense discretionary 
spending limits. The numbers simply 
do not add up.’’ So said the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG), chairman of 
the Committee on Appropriations, one 
of the most respected Members of this 
body. 

And why do not the numbers add up? 
Because nondefense discretionary 
spending represents only 17 percent of 
the entire Federal budget. The fact of 
the matter is we could wipe out all do-
mestic discretionary spending, the 
funding for this House, the funding for 
the Senate, FBI, CIA, NIH, NASA, all 
of that. If you wipe it all out, we would 
still be running a deficit of more than 
$100 billion. 

Yet this week the Republican major-
ity continues its markup of a budget 
resolution for fiscal year 2005 that ut-
terly ignores mathematical and fiscal 
reality. By applying pay-go rules to 
spending only, the Republican budget 
resolution pretends that making exist-
ing tax cuts permanent or enacting 
new ones are a freebie with no budg-
etary impact. But, of course, that is 
false. And if one said it, it might even 
be a lie. 

The truth is this Republican budget 
resolution cuts taxes while spending 
the entire $1 trillion Social Security 
surplus between fiscal year 2005 and 
2009. All of it. Every nickel of Social 
Security surplus, spent. And it would 
continue to do so in subsequent years. 

The truth is the Republican budget 
resolution would make our deficits $247 
billion worse over the next 5 years 
under current law. And over 10 years it 
would increase the deficit, already pro-
jected by the Congressional Budget Of-
fice at $2 trillion, by another $1.6 tril-
lion. 

There are a lot of young people who 
are going to pay the price for our prof-
ligacy and irresponsibility. Indeed, this 
budget resolution proposal, as has the 
economic policies of this administra-
tion, been immoral to the extent that 
they adversely affect generations to 
come. And the truth is this budget res-
olution would freeze funding for domes-
tic appropriations outside of Homeland 
Security to make room, not for de-
fense, not for homeland security, but 
for new tax cuts. 

For years House Republicans preened 
as, quote, deficit hawks. Some even 
suggested that tax cuts are not in fact 

sacrosanct. For example, in 1997 the 
majority leader himself, the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. DELAY) who I quoted 
earlier, said of Jack Kemp, you all re-
member Jack Kemp, he served in this 
body, a member of the Committee on 
Appropriations, candidate for Vice 
President of the United States, he 
quoted and he said the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. DELAY) said this: ‘‘Jack 
Kemp worships at the altar of tax cuts. 
Jack has always said that deficits do 
not matter.’’ 

Now, this is the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. DELAY) the majority leader, 
the Republican leader of this House. He 
concluded by saying, quote, ‘‘We think 
that deficits do matter.’’ 

What a tragedy for our country and 
for our young people that the policies 
do not follow that conviction. My Re-
publican friends, this week and next 
you are going to show the American 
people whether you are really serious 
about reducing the deficit you created 
or whether you are simply taking it 
and lack the courage to make the 
tough choices. 

Now, when I say the deficit of your 
creation, let me remind all of our col-
leagues the first 4 years took us on a 
straight line out of deficit financing 
and the last 4 years, for the first time 
in 8 decades, in the lifetime of anybody 
older than 80, was in surplus for 4 years 
straight. So this administration inher-
ited a budget surplus which they said, 
not what we Democrats said, which 
they said was $5.6 trillion surplus over 
10 years that they had to work with. It 
is now $4 trillion of debt. That is what 
I refer to as immoral. 

As Republican Senator JOHN MCCAIN 
said last week in supporting pay-go 
rules that apply to existing as well as 
future tax cuts, and I will quote again, 
Senator JOHN MCCAIN.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. If the 
gentleman will suspend. The Chair 
must remind Members not to quote 
Senators. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, parliamen-

tary inquiry. While I cannot charac-
terize the debate that occurs on the 
other side or characterize the position 
of the Senate itself, is the Parliamen-
tarian or is the Speaker saying that 
the quoting of a Member who happens 
to be a Member of the United States 
Senate is contrary to the rules of this 
House? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is 
correct. The gentleman may be identi-
fied as a sponsor of a measure but his 
remarks may not be quoted.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, let me say 
to my friends that a prominent Amer-
ican has said recently that our failure 
to start making some of the tough de-
cisions will land squarely on the backs 
of our children and grandchildren.

b 1245 

Their financial future will be 
strapped with the digging out of holes 
that have been created by our actions 
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and inactions. I agree with that senti-
ment, and let me add that our failure 
to make the tough decisions also 
threatens the very future of Social Se-
curity and Medicare, two programs 
which now keep millions and millions 
and millions of Americans out of pov-
erty. 

Next week, Democrats will propose a 
budget plan that meets America’s pri-
orities and gets our financial house 
back in order. I urge all of my col-
leagues to support it because it is in-
tellectually the right thing to do. 
From a fiscal policy, it is the right 
thing to do, and from a moral values, 
pro-family perspective, it is the right 
thing to do. It is time we delivered real 
responsibility this week to the Amer-
ican public.

f 

SAVE SOCIAL SECURITY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CHOCOLA). Pursuant to the order of the 
House of January 20, 2004, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. SMITH) is 
recognized during morning hour de-
bates for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I think it is time for Congress and 
the President to be responsible. I ob-
ject to the suggestion that somehow 
government can control the economy 
and decide whether it is a strong econ-
omy or there is good job growth. Gov-
ernment gets in the way every time. 

Let me suggest this, Mr. Speaker. If 
the best possible economic advisors 
could simply be taken to governments 
around the world, and with their advice 
the economy would be strong, job 
growth would be strong, every country 
in the world would hire the best pos-
sible economists to have a strong econ-
omy. The fact is we have a cyclical sit-
uation, and for the last several years 
we have had a worldwide slump in the 
economy. Europe is even having a more 
dangerous downturn. In terms of doing 
some of the things that we should do, 
and I would suggest, Mr. Speaker, that 
is government getting out of the way 
and not imposing rules and regulations 
and taxes that put our businesses at a 
competitive disadvantage to other 
businesses throughout the world. We 
should not be taxing our business in 
the United States 20 percent more than 
what other countries, our competitors, 
are charging their business. It means 
that we should not have all of these 
overzealous regulations to impose 
extra costs on our business that other 
countries do not have. 

The challenge for our kids and our 
grandkids is going to be huge. Over-
spending is part of that problem; but 
not dealing with the unfunded liabil-
ities, not dealing with some of the huge 
challenges that are going to be faced 
by our kids and our grandkids is an-
other area where Congress and the 
White House need to consider. 

I would like to bring to mind Social 
Security. We have known for the last 
14 years that Social Security was fac-
ing tough times. We passed a Social Se-

curity Reform Act from the Greenspan 
Commission in 1983. We dramatically 
increased the taxes and reduced bene-
fits. I bring this chart to the floor, Mr. 
Speaker, because I want to call to ev-
eryone’s attention the danger of not 
doing something in this House and in 
the Senate and in the White House to 
correct the Social Security problem. 

Social Security is going broke. I just 
read an article, that it is no big deal 
because Social Security is not going to 
become insolvent technically until 
2036, because that is how much money 
is in the trust funds; and if we pay that 
money back that government has bor-
rowed, then there will not be any prob-
lem. But here is the problem and here 
is the situation, and we are looking for 
the actuary Social Security Commis-
sion report to come out next week. 

We are looking at a situation where 
by 2017 there will be less money coming 
in from Social Security taxes than is 
needed to pay benefits. What do we do 
then? We have got these IOUs that gov-
ernment has taken some of this extra 
money and spent it for other govern-
ment expenditures; but that means we 
have either got to borrow more money 
or reduce benefits or increase taxes. I 
just want to report to my colleagues 
what government has done in the past. 

We started out with a Social Secu-
rity tax of 1 percent on payroll. By 
1940, we decided that was not quite 
enough money; we raised it to 2 per-
cent on the first $3,000. By 1960, we 
were short of money again. We decided 
to raise that tax again to 6 percent on 
the first $4,800. By 1980, we raised it 
again to 10.16 percent on the first 
$25,900. In the year 2000, 12.4 percent on 
the first $76,000. Now it is 12.4 percent 
on $89,000. 

So the dangers of doing nothing is 
that we increase taxes or reduce bene-
fits. So I plead with my colleagues, 
stand up and do what is right. Do not 
demagogue somebody’s suggestion of a 
bill by saying that person is going to 
ruin your Social Security so do not 
elect them. 

I would call, Mr. Speaker, on every 
voter at every chance they have to go 
to a forum of individuals running for 
Congress or for the Presidency, and ask 
what bill have they offered or signed on 
to that is going to make sure that So-
cial Security stays solvent. 

I have done this since I first came to 
Congress 12 years ago, all scored by the 
Social Security Administration to 
keep Social Security solvent. I chaired 
a bipartisan Social Security task force 
of Republicans and Democrats. By the 
time we spent a year studying the 
problem, we all agreed that we needed 
to do something very quickly. 

Mr. Speaker, I call on the White 
House, the President, and Members of 
the House and the Senate to move 
ahead to make sure we save this impor-
tant program.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Members are reminded to direct their 
comments to the Chair and not to oth-
ers outside the Chamber.

f 

BIBLICAL PRINCIPLES BEHIND 
THE BUDGET 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 20, 2004, the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. MCDERMOTT) is recognized 
during morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, my 
colleague from Maryland has talked 
about the budget that was supposed to 
come out this week, but is now appar-
ently languishing someplace in the 
back room on the Republican side. The 
problem apparently is that some want 
to spend money and some do not, and 
they cannot agree among themselves 
and there is going to have to be some 
twisting and turning before it all hap-
pens. 

So while we are in that period of 
waiting for them, I thought that since 
many in this House have begun to show 
an interest in Biblical principles on 
which this country should be run, and 
certainly on which the government of 
the United States should operate, I 
thought it would be good to talk about 
the Biblical principles behind the budg-
et. 

There are a lot of people who want to 
talk about the Christian teaching and 
so forth, as though it were an issue of 
right and wrong and those kinds of 
things, but if we look carefully at what 
went on in the New Testament, cer-
tainly there is an awful lot of talk 
about social justice. 

There was a day when Christ brought 
all the people to the mountain and 
said, I am going to give you a little 
talk here; it is called the Sermon on 
the Mount. It is in Matthew 25, for 
those of my colleagues who have a 
Bible and read it on a regular basis. 
They might go and read it. Sort of the 
latter part of that chapter they will 
find the instructions that Jesus gave to 
the people. 

A budget is how a society makes a 
statement about what it really cares 
about. If we spend our money on mili-
tary, well that is clearly what we care 
about. If we spend our money on edu-
cation, that is another kind of priority. 
So as the House gets ready to write a 
budget, we are going to set the prior-
ities of this body for this country for 
the next year. 

Christ started out by talking about 
feeding people. He said, when some-
body’s hungry, feed them because when 
you do that, you feed them in my 
name. He made it a Biblical priority to 
do this. Nobody should be hungry. All 
we have to do is look in this country 
and look at the problems we have in 
obesity and all the other things, and 
we see that this country has problems 
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with nutrition, and certainly the rest 
of the world does. 

There is no problem with food in the 
world. We make enough. We grow 
enough. It is a matter of distribution. 
Maybe the priorities should be for a lit-
tle bit more to USAID so that they can 
spread food across the world in places 
where people are hungry, rather than 
selling them arms. I mean, USAID is 
supposed to be an aid organization, and 
one would think that they would aid 
people in what they really need. Do 
they need to sell them arms, or do they 
need to get food to them? 

Another thing is housing. Christ 
talked about the fact that some people 
were homeless. I mean, that word’s 
right there in the Bible, and in this 
country we have many homeless peo-
ple. I live in a city where there are so 
many homeless families that we have 
one school that is designated as the 
school where the homeless kids are all 
brought. From all the shelters all over 
the city, they are picked up by buses 
and brought to one school. The city of 
Seattle has institutionalized an accept-
ance of homelessness. What has hap-
pened in housing since 1980 to today is 
stupendous. We have spent practically 
nothing in housing over the 15 years 
that I have been in the Congress. It was 
once $40 billion in the budget. Now it is 
down somewhere under $10 billion, and 
we have homeless all over this country. 

We have got plenty of money to put 
up a nuclear missile shield. I do not re-
member that being in the Sermon on 
the Mount. I cannot remember if He 
said you were supposed to put a nu-
clear missile shield or build bigger 
arms or what it was. No, of course, He 
did not. He talked about the homeless. 
If we want a Biblical perspective on 
this State and this country and this 
body, we ought to think about what 
Christ actually said. 

He also talked about clothing people. 
There should not be any problem with 
anybody not having warm clothes, and 
we should not have people freezing to 
death and all these kinds of things that 
happen in the world; but, no, we have 
to build arms. 

Then healing, the President talks 
about universal health care for Iraq, 
but not for the United States. 

Put the budget together on the basis 
of the principles of the Bible, and I will 
vote for it. 

f 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until 2 
p.m. 

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 58 
minutes p.m.), the House stood in re-
cess until 2 p.m.

f 

b 1400 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mrs. EMERSON) at 2 p.m. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P. 
Coughlin, offered the following prayer: 

The fool, the terrorist, says in his 
heart, ‘‘There is no God.’’ Blinded by 
anger and deafened by a cause, his 
deeds are corrupt and depraved. Be-
cause there is only emptiness inside, 
innocence and goodness need to be de-
stroyed. 

From heaven You look down, O Lord, 
on all humanity’s children. You seek 
out those who are wise; love those who 
seek You; and become the refuge of the 
just. 

Will evil doers ever come to under-
stand? They slaughter Your people like 
animals and devour Your heirs like 
bread. They cannot pray to a living 
God. 

They mock the poor man’s hope and 
with explosives create only fear. 

But we will persevere in our living 
and saving faith. We know that You, O 
Lord, will deliver Your people from 
bondage. And when there is peace we 
will rejoice and gather Jew, Christian 
and Muslim together to give You glory 
forever and ever. Amen. 

f 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House her approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
PITTS) come forward and lead the 
House in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. PITTS led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate by Mr. 
Monahan, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate has passed bills and a 
concurrent resolution of the following 
titles in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested:

S. 1904. An act to designate the United 
States courthouse located at 400 North 
Miami Avenue in Miami, Florida, as the 
‘‘Wilkie D. Ferguson, Jr. United States 
Courthouse’’. 

S. 2022. An act to designate the Federal 
building located at 250 West Cherry Street in 
Carbondale, Illinois the ‘‘Senator Paul 
Simon Federal Building’’. 

S. 2043. An act to designate a Federal 
building in Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, as the 
‘‘Ronald Reagan Federal Building’’. 

S. Con. Res. 95. Concurrent resolution set-
ting forth the congressional budget for the 
United States Government for fiscal year 
2005 and including the appropriate budgetary 
levels for fiscal years 2006 through 2009.

IRAQ ONE YEAR LATER 

(Mr. DELAY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. DELAY. Madam Speaker, one 
year after the beginning of Operation 
Iraqi Freedom, our mission in Iraq has 
been an unqualified success. Saddam 
Hussein’s regime is no more. Its senior 
officials are in prison, and the people of 
Iraq have been liberated. An interim 
constitution, one of the most progres-
sive in the Middle East, has been 
signed. Free elections and self-deter-
mination are on their way. Americans 
and Iraqis and free people the world 
over are reaping the benefits of regime 
change in Baghdad. There is no ‘‘yes, 
but’’ in this calculation, Madam 
Speaker. 

The world is at war and whether we 
want to be a part of it or not, we are a 
target. Our freedom is a target. Our 
prosperity is a target. We are hated by 
our enemies, not for any strategic or 
diplomatic reason but for issues of cul-
ture, religious extremism and ideology. 
No amount of appeasement or inter-
national hand-holding will end this 
threat. The only thing that will is 
making relentless war on our enemies, 
on every front and with every weapon 
available to us, until the last terrorist 
on earth is either in a cell or in a ceme-
tery. 

Our intervention and victory in Iraq 
have been absolute goods for mankind 
and for mankind’s war against terror. 
Those who supported our action were 
right, and those who opposed us were 
wrong. 

This week, Madam Speaker, the 
House will take up a resolution com-
memorating the first anniversary of 
Operation Iraqi Freedom, acknowl-
edging its success and commending the 
Iraqi people on their hopeful march to 
freedom. This resolution, this oppor-
tunity to restate the United States’ 
commitment to winning the war on 
terror, is all the more important for its 
timing, coming only days after the 
largest terrorist attack in Spanish his-
tory. 

Madam Speaker, last week’s violence 
reminded us all that the world is still 
at war, whether it feels like it every 
day or not, and the only way to win the 
war on terror is to remain vigilant in 
its execution. This week, we will have 
an opportunity to reaffirm our support 
for our troops, for our victories and for 
the liberated people of Afghanistan and 
Iraq. 

I encourage everyone to read the res-
olution, put politics aside, and work 
towards its unanimous approval. 

f 

TRAGEDY IN SPAIN SHOULD 
REINFORCE OUR RESOLVE 

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. PITTS. Madam Speaker, what 
happened in Spain last week was a 
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tragedy of the highest proportion. Our 
deepest condolences go out to the fami-
lies who lost loved ones in that dev-
astating attack. And we continue to 
stand with Spain in finding those re-
sponsible for this heinous attack. But I 
am troubled by the results of the week-
end’s election. The results of the elec-
tion were influenced not by debate and 
campaigns but by bombs and terror. 
The message is that terrorists can con-
trol elections and policy with fear. 
Until now, Spain’s leadership has un-
derstood that a peaceful, democratic 
Iraq would be a deathblow to terrorists 
around the world. Success in Iraq is 
success in the war on terror. The 
American people understand that as 
well. That is why they boycotted coun-
tries that sided with Saddam Hussein. I 
hope that Americans will not start 
dumping Spanish wine or changing 
travel plans or boycotting Spanish 
goods in protest, but if Spain with-
draws its troops from Iraq, the message 
will be, terrorism works. 

Fear and intimidation is the native 
language of terrorists. They only un-
derstand strength. Anything less does 
not pacify them. It only encourages 
them.

f 

THE CAMPAIGN FOR PRESIDENT 

(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. KINGSTON. Madam Speaker, 
last week the leading Democrat Presi-
dential nominee called the Bush ad-
ministration a bunch of crooks and 
liars. Not one single Democrat stood up 
to say, ‘‘Mr. KERRY, you’ve gone too 
far.’’ An apology is in order. 

And now this week the quote of the 
month was that he is saying that lead-
ing international leaders are asking 
him to become President of the United 
States, saying that you, quote, have to 
beat this guy. I am sure that was the 
case a year ago when Saddam Hussein 
was the leader of Iraq. I am sure he 
would prefer somebody besides George 
Bush in the White House. And I am 
sure the same thing could be said in Af-
ghanistan with the Taliban and Mullah 
Omar. I am sure they would prefer 
somebody besides George Bush in the 
White House. 

But the ridiculous thing is that here 
we are at war. And while we have a 
candidate from the Democrat side who 
wants to call the President of the 
United States a crook and a liar, do 
you not think it is a slap in the face to 
the troops to be saying that then the 
foreign international leaders want 
somebody else to be President, they 
want me to be President? Of course it 
is ironic when asked who these were, 
no names came forward. What meet-
ings has he attended? None are on his 
calendar. What trips has he taken? 
None since 2002. I guess it is just going 
to be a year of hot rhetoric until Bush 
gets reelected. 

INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY 
LEGISLATION PASSES HOUSE 

(Mr. SMITH of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speak-
er, three intellectual property bills 
have passed the House in the last 2 
weeks. They were based on two prin-
ciples essential to a democracy: the 
protection of intellectual property 
rights and the freedom to exchange 
goods and services in the marketplace. 
The Patent and Trademark Office Fee 
Act protects the rights of American in-
ventors, from the lone individual work-
ing in their garage, to the small busi-
ness person with a breakthrough idea, 
to the large high-tech company that 
applies for hundreds of patents. The 
Copyright Royalty and Distribution 
Reform Act benefits artists, song-
writers, music publishers and Web cast-
ers. The Cooperative Research and 
Technology Enhancement Act allows 
researchers and inventors who work for 
different organizations to share infor-
mation without losing the ability to 
file for a patent. 

These three bills await action in the 
Senate where I hope they will become 
law. American jobs and profits are at 
stake. 

f 

AUTHORIZING USE OF CAPITOL 
ROTUNDA BY JOINT CONGRES-
SIONAL COMMITTEE ON INAU-
GURAL CEREMONIES 

Mr. NEY. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the Senate concurrent 
resolution (S. Con. Res. 93) authorizing 
the use of the rotunda of the Capitol by 
the Joint Congressional Committee on 
Inaugural Ceremonies, and ask for its 
immediate consideration in the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
concurrent resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate concur-

rent resolution, as follows:
S. CON. RES. 93

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), 
SECTION 1. USE OF THE ROTUNDA OF THE CAP-

ITOL BY THE JOINT CONGRES-
SIONAL COMMITTEE ON INAUGURAL 
CEREMONIES. 

The rotunda of the United States Capitol is 
authorized to be used on January 20, 2005, by 
the Joint Congressional Committee on Inau-
gural Ceremonies in connection with the pro-
ceedings and ceremonies conducted for the 
inauguration of the President-elect and the 
Vice President-elect of the United States.

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Madam 
Speaker, I support S. Con. Res. 93, which au-
thorizes planning for the use of the Capitol 
Rotunda on January 20, 2005, for the pro-
ceedings and ceremonies conducted for the 
inauguration of the President and Vice Presi-
dent of the United States. We traditionally 
pass this measure to begin the period of secu-
rity planning and rehearsal for the inaugural, 

since the Rotunda is routinely used for cere-
monial purposes during the inauguration and 
could host the event itself, depending on the 
weather at that time. 

The 108th Congress does not formally au-
thorize use of the Rotunda through this meas-
ure, since it will expire on January 3, 2005, 
like all concurrent resolutions which are not 
made part of permanent law and must be re-
newed in the 109th Congress. However, it ini-
tiates the period of pre-event planning nec-
essary to bring one of our democracy’s most 
memorable and historic ceremonies to fruition 
smoothly and safely. I urge its adoption.

The Senate concurrent resolution 
was concurred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. NEY. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the sub-
ject of S. Con. Res. 93, the Senate con-
current resolution just concurred in. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
f 

ESTABLISHING JOINT CONGRES-
SIONAL COMMITTEE ON INAU-
GURAL CEREMONIES 

Mr. NEY. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the Senate concurrent 
resolution (S. Con. Res. 94) establishing 
the Joint Congressional Committee on 
Inaugural Ceremonies, and ask for its 
immediate consideration in the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
concurrent resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate concur-

rent resolution, as follows:
S. CON RES. 94

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), 
SECTION 1. ESTABLISHMENT OF JOINT COM-

MITTEE. 
There is established a Joint Congressional 

Committee on Inaugural Ceremonies (in this 
resolution referred to as the ‘‘joint com-
mittee’’), consisting of 3 Senators and 3 
Members of the House of Representatives ap-
pointed by the President of the Senate and 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
respectively. The joint committee is author-
ized to make the necessary arrangements for 
the inauguration of the President-elect and 
the Vice President-elect of the United 
States. 
SEC. 2. SUPPORT OF THE JOINT COMMITTEE. 

The joint committee— 
(1) is authorized to utilize appropriate 

equipment and the services of appropriate 
personnel of departments and agencies of the 
Federal Government, under arrangements 
between the joint committee and the heads 
of the departments and agencies, in connec-
tion with the inaugural proceedings and 
ceremonies; and 

(2) may accept gifts and donations of goods 
and services to carry out its responsibilities.
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Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Madam 

Speaker, I rise in support of S. Con. Res. 94, 
the traditional measure which establishes the 
Joint Congressional Committee on Inaugural 
Ceremonies during the 108th Congress to 
begin work on preparations for the presidential 
inaugural ceremonies at the Capitol on Janu-
ary 20, 2005. The joint committee we are cre-
ating today expires on January 3, 2005, but 
will be renewed at the start of the 109th Con-
gress to conclude its work. 

Congress routinely passes this concurrent 
resolution every 4 years at about this time. 
The Speaker, majority leader and minority 
leader are customarily appointed by the 
Speaker to represent the House on the joint 
committee. 

I urge adoption of the concurrent resolution.
The Senate concurrent resolution 

was concurred in. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. NEY. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the sub-
ject of S. Con. Res. 94, the Senate con-
current resolution just concurred in. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
f 

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO 
JOINT CONGRESSIONAL COM-
MITTEE ON INAUGURAL CERE-
MONIES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to Senate Concurrent Resolution 
94, 108th Congress, and the order of the 
House of December 8, 2003, the Chair 
announces the Speaker’s appointment 
of the following Members of the House 
to the Joint Congressional Committee 
on Inaugural Ceremonies: 

Mr. HASTERT, Illinois; 
Mr. DELAY, Texas; 
Ms. PELOSI, California. 

f 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives:

OFFICE OF THE CLERK, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, March 15, 2004. 

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted in Clause 2(h) of Rule II of 
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, the Clerk received the following mes-
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on 
March 15, 2004, at 9:25 a.m.: 

That the Senate passed without amend-
ment H.R. 3724. 

That the Senate agreed to House amend-
ment S. 1881. 

With best wishes, I am 
Sincerely, 

JEFF TRANDAHL, 
Clerk.

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER AND 
APPOINTMENT OF MEMBER TO 
BOARD OF VISITORS TO UNITED 
STATES AIR FORCE ACADEMY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following resigna-
tion from the Board of Visitors to the 
United States Air Force Academy:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, January 30, 2004. 

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker of the House, House of Representatives, 

The Capitol, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to respectfully 

submit my resignation effective today from 
the Board of Visitors of the United States 
Air Force Academy. 

It has been an honor and a privilege to rep-
resent you, the United States Congress and 
the House Appropriations Committee on the 
Board. Unfortunately, with my responsibil-
ities as Chairman of the Appropriations 
Committee, I have found it increasingly dif-
ficult to attend the Board meetings. There-
fore, and after much thought, I have decided 
to resign my position so that you can ap-
point another member of the Committee who 
has more available time to devote more at-
tention to this important Board. 

The Air Force Academy is an outstanding 
institution and the Congressional oversight 
provided by the members you appoint to the 
Board is very important to its mission of 
training the finest Air Force officers in the 
world. Thank you again for the opportunity 
you have given me to serve on the Board. 

With best wishes and personal regards, I 
am 

Very truly yours, 
C.W. BILL YOUNG, 

Member of Congress.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to 10 U.S.C. 9355(a) and the order of 
the House of December 8, 2003, the 
Chair announces the Speaker’s ap-
pointment of the following Member of 
the House to the Board of Visitors to 
the United States Air Force Academy 
to fill the existing vacancy thereon: 

Ms. GRANGER, Texas. 
f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair 
will postpone further proceedings 
today on motions to suspend the rules 
on which a recorded vote or the yeas 
and nays are ordered, or on which the 
vote is objected to under clause 6 of 
rule xx. 

Record votes on postponed questions 
will be taken after 6:30 p.m. today. 

f 

THANKING C–SPAN FOR ITS SERV-
ICE ON 25TH ANNIVERSARY OF 
ITS FIRST COVERAGE OF PRO-
CEEDINGS OF HOUSE 

Mr. NEY. Madam Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and agree to the reso-
lution (H. Res. 551) thanking C–SPAN 
for its service to the House of Rep-
resentatives on the 25th anniversary of 
its first coverage of the proceedings of 
the House. 

The Clerk read as follows:
H. RES. 551

Whereas C–SPAN (Cable-Satellite Public 
Affairs Network) is a nonprofit educational 

organization created in 1979 through the vi-
sion of Brian Lamb in order to provide live, 
gavel-to-gavel coverage of the House of Rep-
resentatives to the American people; 

Whereas on March 19, 1979, the House of 
Representatives turned on its cameras, and 
for the first time C–SPAN and its staff of 
just 4 people brought the live proceedings of 
the House into 3.5 million American homes; 

Whereas in 1980, C–SPAN covered its first 
Presidential election and created one of the 
first nationwide viewer call-in programs; 

Whereas by 1982, C–SPAN’s schedule ex-
panded to 24 hours a day, 7 days a week; 

Whereas in June 1986, C–SPAN2 was cre-
ated to broadcast live coverage of the Sen-
ate; 

Whereas by 1990, C–SPAN broadcast to 50 
million American households, and this num-
ber expanded to 60 million households just 
three years later in 1993; 

Whereas in January 1997, C–SPAN 
launched live web coverage of the House and 
Senate proceedings on the Internet; 

Whereas today, C–SPAN has a staff of 275, 
its around-the-clock programming is avail-
able to 86 million households via 7,900 cable 
systems, and an estimated 28,000,000 people 
watch C–SPAN each week; and 

Whereas while only 51 percent of Ameri-
cans voted in the 2000 election, surveys show 
that percentage of regular C–SPAN viewers 
who voted in the election was 90 percent: 
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives—

(1) expresses the thanks of the House of 
Representatives to the Cable-Satellite Pub-
lic Affairs Network (C–SPAN) for its service 
to the House on the 25th anniversary of its 
first coverage of the proceedings of the 
House; 

(2) recognizes that for 25 years C–SPAN has 
met, and continues to meet each day, its 
mission of providing the Members of the 
House with a direct, unfiltered conduit to 
the American people on whose behalf they go 
to work every day, and in turn has provided 
direct access for the American people to 
their elected officials through call-in and 
other programs; 

(3) recognizes that since its inception 25 
years ago, C–SPAN has forever changed the 
face of American political life, provided tre-
mendous benefits to the American people 
and their elected officials, and has had a sig-
nificant positive impact on the American de-
mocracy; 

(4) expresses its deep gratitude to Brian 
Lamb and the more than 275 C–SPAN em-
ployees who bring the proceedings of the 
House into the homes of tens of millions of 
Americans each day; and 

(5) commends C–SPAN and its employees 
for a tremendous 25 years of service to the 
American people and the Federal Govern-
ment.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. NEY) and the gentleman from 
Connecticut (Mr. LARSON) each will 
control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. NEY).

b 1415 

Mr. NEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Madam Speaker, I rise here today in 
support of House Resolution 551, a bill 
honoring Brian Lamb and C–SPAN’s 
Cable-Satellite Public Affairs Network 
for 25 years of service to the United 
States House of Representatives. Obvi-
ously, we all know today, Madam 
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Speaker, about the importance of tech-
nology and the media in order to get 
the message out to millions of Ameri-
cans, and frankly millions of people 
around the world, of what is occurring 
here on the floor of the people’s House. 
It is, I think, an important endeavor to 
be able to use technology, in fact, to 
bring the people’s message into living 
rooms, again, not only in the United 
States but around the world. We have 
watched technology be a great tool of 
progress, in fact, for this Chamber and 
for the people, from the electronic vot-
ing board that was created under 
Chairman Wayne Hayes, the late 
Wayne L. Hayes, who was my Congress-
man from Belmont County, Ohio, when 
they automated the electronic voting 
board to save time in voting. And then 
we look into the late 1970s; and on 
March 19, 1979, with a staff of just four 
employees, C–SPAN first began broad-
casting gavel-to-gavel coverage of the 
proceedings of the House of Represent-
atives to millions of American house-
holds. So once again the Chamber was 
coming into the modern era with the 
use of technology. 

Over the next quarter century, C–
SPAN expanded its programming scope 
to include events and interviews fea-
turing influential politicians, 
statespeople, scholars, and authors and 
provides opportunities for viewers to 
call and express their thoughts on im-
portant public policy matters. In addi-
tion, C–SPAN2 was created to furnish 
coverage of the U.S. Senate. 

C–SPAN has become an essential tool 
in our country for fostering civic edu-
cation and governmental account-
ability. It is now our turn today, 
Madam Speaker, and I am happy to be 
here with the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. LARSON), our distin-
guished ranking member, who cares 
deeply about the institution of the 
House and also about technology and 
the openness of the House to make 
itself available to the American people 
and to the world. So it is a pleasure to 
join our ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. LARSON), 
in honoring C–SPAN’s founder, Brian 
Lamb, for his vision and public spir-
itedness. 

Also, I would be remiss if I did not 
point out that downstairs is a House 
recording studio; and at that recording 
studio, there are employees of the U.S. 
House who, in fact, operate the cam-
eras and provide the great service that 
then allows C–SPAN to take the feed 
from these cameras and to broadcast. 
So I want to thank our staff of the U.S. 
House. 

But, again, it is a pleasure and an 
honor to be here today with the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. LARSON) 
and my other colleagues who cospon-
sored this legislation. Such interest in 
this legislation proves the extent to 
which C–SPAN has truly become the 
indispensable institution in our coun-
try. 

Madam Speaker, I urge full support 
of House Resolution 551. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Madam 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Madam Speaker, I am delighted to 
join my distinguished colleague from 
Ohio and support this motion and asso-
ciate myself with his remarks. 

In the quarter century since its in-
ception, C–SPAN has become an insti-
tution. No organization has done more 
to enhance America’s understanding of 
its government, its history than the 
Cable-Satellite Public Affairs Network. 
More than 85 million households have 
access to C–SPAN today, and millions 
regularly tune in to see their govern-
ment in action. That is the way it 
should be. 

The gentleman from Ohio mentioned 
the outstanding contribution of Brian 
Lamb, and truly we should acknowl-
edge the great efforts in his vision to 
bring government to the households of 
every single American. I am proud to 
say as well that in the State of Con-
necticut is CT–N, which again is mod-
eled after C–SPAN, which provides an 
opportunity to view the local legisla-
tive bodies and municipalities and ac-
tions so, in fact, people from their 
homes, especially many who are in-
bound, get an opportunity to partici-
pate in government on a regular basis. 

Madam Speaker, today, especially on 
the eve of St. Patrick’s Day, it is great 
to acknowledge the true father of C–
SPAN in this Chamber and that is the 
legendary Speaker Tip O’Neill. Tip 
O’Neill was fond of saying that social 
policies brought many poor into the 
great American tent of opportunity. 
During his years as Speaker, many 
Americans were brought into the Halls 
of Congress via television. His decision 
to support televised coverage of the 
House of Representatives ushered in a 
new era of government accessibility. 
House TV went through its growing 
pains, but its success eventually influ-
enced the Senate to follow suit, voting 
to let itself be televised in 1986. 

When future generations remember 
Tip O’Neill, the man who served the 
longest consecutive term as Speaker, 
they may well remember him as the 
man who let Americans see their gov-
ernment at work as well.

Madam Speaker, I am delighted to join my 
distinguished colleague in support of his mo-
tion. In the quarter-century since its inception, 
C–SPAN has become an institution. No orga-
nization has done more to enhance Ameri-
cans’ understanding of their government and 
history than the Cable-Satellite Public Affairs 
Network. More than 85 million households 
have access to C–SPAN today, and millions 
regularly tunein to see their government in ac-
tion. This is as it should be. 

Like microwave ovens, cellular telephones, 
the Internet, and other developments of this 
modern age, C–SPAN has become part of 
daily life for millions of Americans. Not only 
would we notice immediately if C–SPAN dis-
appeared, most of us can’t remember how we 
lived without it. 

Think of it Madam Speaker. Before Brian 
Lamb transformed his vision of a television 

network devoted solely to public affairs into re-
ality, Americans unable to visit the House gal-
lery had to rely on others’ reports about what 
their representatives said and did here. On 
March 19, 1979, all that changed. Beginning 
on that date, Americans could see and hear 
for themselves, immediately, directly, and 
unfiltered by others. 

And while Americans may at times have dis-
agreed with what they have seen or heard on 
the House floor since them, there is no ques-
tion that Americans appreciate C–SPAN, and 
the cable-television industry, for enabling them 
to see and hear it. I know I was grateful for 
the opportunity to appear on C–SPAN for the 
first time on July 26, 2001, to talk about fuel 
cell technology. 

Look how far C–SPAN has come in the past 
quarter-century. On that first day, four employ-
ees could broadcast gavel-to-gavel coverage 
of House proceedings, over one network ini-
tially available to fewer than 4 million homes. 

Today, C–SPAN offers government and pol-
itics coverage over three television networks, 
one radio network, and over its website, c-
span.org, all of it round-the-clock and accom-
plished without public funds. Not only can 
Americans now watch the floor debates of 
both the House and Senate, they can see in-
terest groups, academics and ordinary citizens 
explore pending issues and offer their advice 
to policymakers. In addition to covering Con-
gress, C–SPAN points its cameras at presi-
dents and other executive-branch officials 
whenever possible. It covers state pro-
ceedings, including gubernatorial ‘‘state-of-the-
state’’ messages, legislative debates, and 
even voting in the electoral college.

Madam Speaker, C–SPAN offers wonderful 
programming for everyone with a passion for 
public affairs. History have learned much by 
taking field trips to presidential libraries, birth-
places, and elsewhere on the ‘‘C–SPAN 
School Bus.’’ Viewers are again this year trav-
eling the ‘‘Road to the White House,’’ with its 
through coverage of the 2004 campaigns. The 
‘‘Lyndon Johnson Tapes’’ offer a fascinating 
glimpse into a turbulent period. Bibliophiles 
can explore authors and their works on ‘‘Book 
TV’’ all weekend long. Anglophiles can revel in 
British politics with ‘‘Prime Minister’s Ques-
tions’’ when Parliaments is sitting, and enjoy 
the pomp of the state opening each Novem-
ber. 

C–SPAN has even covered the Canadian 
and Australian parliaments which, like this 
Congress, derive their traditions from the 
‘‘mother of Parliaments’’ in London. 

I’m so proud that C–SPAN’s commitment to 
educating Americans about their government 
has inspired individuals in my home State of 
Connecticut. The same historic leap of faith 
that was taken 25 years ago by C–SPAN, was 
also taken by State policy-makers and broad-
cast experts alike in 1999. That year marked 
the launch of CT–N, also known as the Con-
necticut Network. 

From the beginning, the mission of CT–N 
has been to connect citizens to State govern-
ment and public affairs programming. Con-
necticut Network provides unfiltered television 
and Web-cast coverage of all three branches 
of State government. CT–N viewers can watch 
the legislative sessions of the State Senate 
and House of Representatives, as well as 
committee meetings and public hearings, ex-
ecutive branch agency and commission meet-
ings, and selected oral arguments before Con-
necticut’s Supreme Court. The network is 
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managed and operated by the Connecticut 
Public Affairs Network, a not-for-profit com-
pany founded to educate citizens about State 
government. 

Having served as Senate President Pro 
Tempore during the years prior to the launch 
of CT–N, I recall those early discussions about 
how we could provide television coverage of 
State Capitol proceedings. It was a daunting 
task, since at that time only a handful of State 
legislatures were airing government activities. 
Yet, no one doubted that such programming 
would one day exist in Connecticut. CT–N is 
now available in more than one million house-
holds in the State. 

What a thrill it is for me to now see CT–N’s 
camera persons walking the halls of the State 
Capitol when I’m back in the district. They are 
now part of the Capitol press corps, ready to 
cover breaking news at a moment’s notice.

Why does CT–N’s viewership continue to 
grow every year? It’s because CT–N President 
and CEO Paul Giguere is constantly looking 
for new opportunities for government program-
ming, and creating unique educational re-
sources. For example, ‘‘Joining the Debate: A 
Guide to Testifying at Public Hearings’’ is a 
video produced by CT–N; ‘‘CT–N State Civics 
Toolbox’’ is a free teacher resource combining 
research, discussion, and mock legislature 
classroom activities with video of actual legis-
lative debates from the Connecticut General 
Assembly; ‘‘Capitol News Briefings’’ are pro-
gramming segments that follow the story from 
hearing rooms to assembly chambers; and 
‘‘State Agency Close-Ups’’ are CT–N video 
segments that describe each executive branch 
agency in detail. 

Americans are certainly more educated 
about national public policy issues that affect 
them thanks to C–SPAN. In Connecticut, CT–
N gives citizens the tools and education need-
ed to understand these same issues closer to 
home. 

Madam Speaker, Senator Claude Pepper of 
Florida introduced legislation providing for 
broadcasting both houses of Congress in 
1944. More than three decades later, in 1977, 
the House passed legislation to broadcast its 
proceedings, thus making C–SPAN possible. 

The vote on the necessary resolution, spon-
sored by TRENT LOTT, now a Senator from 
Mississippi, was 342 to 44, an overwhelming 
expression of hope that broadcasting would 
benefit both the American people and the 
House. 

I was not here then, but I bet the results of 
the last 25 years have exceeded the House’s 
expectations many times over. On behalf of 
my constituents in Connecticut, and the 
House, I am proud to offer my congratulations 
to Brian Lamb and the entire staff of C–SPAN 
on its 25th anniversary of House broadcast 
coverage. Thanks to C–SPAN, our democracy 
is stronger, making America a better place for 
us all. I have no doubt that, 25 years hence, 
C–SPAN will have made even greater strides 
than it has in its first quarter-century. I urge 
everyone to tune in and watch C–SPAN prove 
me right.

THOMAS P. ‘‘TIP’’ O’NEILL 

On many a pleasant Thursday night, his 
former aides say, House Speaker Thomas P. 
‘‘Tip’’ O’Neill would slip away to his beloved 
Cape Code for a weekend of golf. After all, 
even if the Congress were holding a Friday 
session, the speaker could tune in to C–
SPAN to keep an eye on the floor, and he 

could phone instructions to his staff on Cap-
itol Hill if he saw something he didn’t like. 

Years later, former House Speaker Tip 
O’Neill would call televising the House of 
Representatives ‘‘one of the best decisions I 
ever made.’’ In 1977, his first year as speaker, 
the Massachusetts Democrat agreed to put 
House television on his agenda; by March 
1979, the first live, gavel-to-gavel telecast of 
the House went our by satellite to 3.5 million 
cable homes. ‘‘Thanks to television, the 
House of Representatives is now recognized 
as the dominant branch of Congress,’’ wrote 
Speaker O’Neill in his 1987 autobiography, 
Man of the House. 

However, wary of its impact on the legisla-
tive process, Tip O’Neill had not always sup-
ported House television. ‘‘We were disgusted 
with how the major networks covered the 
Republican and Democratic conventions,’’ he 
wrote. ‘‘If a delegate was picking his nose, 
that’s what you’d see. . . . No wonder so 
many of us were skittish.’’

But after six years of debate on the issue, 
the new speaker saw it was time to move 
ahead. So, with the help of Democratic Party 
leaders, a proposal was crafted that gave the 
office of the speaker control of the television 
cameras. ‘‘That,’’ he says, ‘‘struck me as a 
reasonable compromise.’’ On October 22, 1977, 
the House passed a measure permitting full 
coverage of its sessions—on its own terms 
and with tight controls—by a vote of 342–44. 

After the measure passed, a telecommuni-
cations task force headed by Rep. Charlie 
Rose (D-North Carolina) helped Speaker 
O’Neill lay down the rules for the telecasts. 
A $1.6 million system was installed. Cameras 
would be trained on the speakers at the po-
dium, and would not be allowed to pan the 
chamber. During 15-minute votes, an elec-
tronic vote tally would cover the screen. 
Proceedings of the legislative body would be 
covered live, uninterrupted, and ‘‘gavel-to-
gavel’’ and would be offered to all accredited 
news organizations. Only C–SPAN, however, 
committed itself to telecasting the House of 
Representatives whenever it was in session. 

The speaker recalls that some members of 
the House continued to grumble about the 
television measure after it passed. ‘‘Many of 
the members, of course, were skeptical. . . . 
Today, of course, it’s hard to imagine Con-
gress without it, and the results of our 
broadcasting experience have exceeded my 
wildest hopes,’’ he says. 

It may have taken a few years, but House 
TV gained a loyal following among those 
members who saw the potential of the 
unblinking television eye. ‘‘I see a young fel-
low come on the floor with a blue suit and a 
red necktie, hair groomed back, and an enve-
lope under his arm,’’ the speaker explained, 
‘‘and I know that he’s going to make a 
speech and that speech is for home consump-
tion. His office has already notified the local 
media that he’s going to be on and he’s going 
to give a talk.’’ 

The audience for congressional telecasts 
grew as well. Just five years into its run, the 
speaker was calling the audience for Con-
gress ‘‘unbelievable.’’ One avid viewer was 
the speaker himself, who said, ‘‘I really 
enjoy when I come in at night and put it on 
and see a committee hearing.’’

During his eight years of congressional TV 
coverage, the speaker became a familiar fig-
ure to many Americans. People began to rec-
ognize the speaker when they saw him in air-
ports or on the street. Appearing in a tele-
vised interview with C–SPAN to mark House 
TV’s fifth anniversary in early 1984, Speaker 
O’Neill said, ‘‘Television is here to stay 
now. . . . Everywhere I go, people say, ‘Well, 
I saw so-and-so on the show,’ or ‘I listened to 
this bill,’ or ‘What are your views on that? ’’ 
He said he believed that coverage of the 
House had ‘‘whetted the curiosity of America 

as far as the running of the government is 
concerned,’’ call it ‘‘very informative for the 
American people.’’ 

Within months, though, a controversy 
would follow the speaker’s rosy assessment. 
In May 1984, Speaker O’Neill asserted his 
control over the House cameras, provoking 
cries of protest from House Republicans and 
leading to a disruption on the House floor. In 
the process, the way that television covers 
the House underwent permanent change. 

On May 10, 1984, the speaker ordered House 
cameras to break with precedent and provide 
a full view of the empty House chamber dur-
ing Special Orders speeches. With Rep. Rob-
ert Walker (R-Pennsylvania) on the floor, 
the camera for the first time showed a rep-
resentative gesturing and talking to a cham-
ber of empty seats. 

Minority whip Trent Lott (R-Mississippi), 
watching in his office, dropped what he was 
doing and raced to the floor to denounce the 
surprise camera angle as ‘‘an underhanded, 
sneaky, politically motivated change.’’ The 
press picked up on the story immediately 
and gave it the name of ‘‘Camscam’’; Wash-
ington Post TV critic Tom Shales called it a 
‘‘knockabout slugfest’’ and wrote that ‘‘the 
brouhaha over control of the cameras has ig-
nited the House and in the process served to 
dramatize again the huge presence television 
has in the political process.’’

‘‘Camscam’’ came to a head on May 15, 
when harsh words flew on the House floor be-
tween Rep. Newt Gingrich (R-Georgia) and 
Speaker O’Neill. Mr. O’Neill called a Ging-
rich speech ‘’the lowest thing I have ever 
seen in my 32 years in Congress’’—a remark 
that the House parliamentarian ruled out of 
order. The speaker’s words were taken down 
and the phrase was struck from the official 
congressional record, the first such rebuke 
to a House speaker in this century. 

In time, ‘‘Camscam’’ died down, but today 
the cameras continue to show the whole 
chamber during Special Orders, giving audi-
ences a fuller view of the post-legislative 
business proceedings. Later, in response to 
an initiative by the Republican leadership, 
cameras also started showing varied shots of 
the House members during votes. Slowly, the 
early restrictions on what the viewing audi-
ence could see through television were eas-
ing. 

Speaker O’Neill, 75, likes to say that his 
social policies brought many poor people 
into ‘‘the great American tent of oppor-
tunity,’’ During his years as speaker, many 
Americans were brought into the halls of 
Congress via television. His decision to sup-
port televised coverage of the House of Rep-
resentatives ushered in a new era of govern-
ment accessibility. House TV went through 
its growing pains, but its success eventually 
influenced the Senate to follow suite, voting 
to let itself be televised in 1986. When future 
generations remember Tip O’Neill—the man 
who served the longest consecutive term as 
speaker—they may well remember him as 
the man who let Americans see their govern-
ment at work.

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Madam 
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. NEY. Madam Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Madam 
Speaker, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MARKEY), the senior 
member of that delegation. 

Mr. MARKEY. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman very much for 
yielding me this time. 

I rise to commemorate this great an-
niversary. I was elected to Congress in 
1976 just as the great Tip O’Neill was 
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rising to become the Speaker of this 
great House. And there was a debate 
that raged in Congress over whether or 
not television should be allowed into 
this Chamber, and it was a debate that 
went on and on behind closed doors 
catalyzed by Brian Lamb, who had this 
idea that he could bring the United 
States House of Representatives to the 
American people. And of course the 
younger Members felt that that was a 
great idea because we had all grown up 
watching television. But the older 
Members, they were not quite so sure 
that that was a great idea, that the 
cameras would roam around and look 
for a Member who is nodding off, look 
for a Member reading a newspaper on 
the floor. And so this debate continued 
until a compromise was reached that 
the cameras would just focus upon the 
locations where the Members were 
speaking. And it was an incredible dis-
cussion. 

But going back that 25 years, it is 
now clear that C–SPAN has long served 
the American people by opening the 
House of Representatives, the Senate, 
and thousands of congressional hear-
ings and public safety discussions 
around the U.S. and the globe for the 
American public to see and to hear. 
And it is all because of this decision 
made by Tip O’Neill, Massachusetts’ 
great man of the House, that all of this 
was made possible. 

As we honor Brian Lamb and C–
SPAN for 25 years of televised coverage 
of the House floor proceedings, we 
must also honor the memory of Tip 
O’Neill, whose singular decision it was 
to begin televising House proceedings, 
bringing the House of Representatives 
into the television age. Tip took an 
enormous risk in opening the House 
floor to the cameras. Television cov-
erage had been debated for years; and 
many of, as I said, the more senior 
Members of the House were vehemently 
against it. The discussions raged in the 
well of the House for months on end 
over whether or not it was a good deci-
sion. There were those who preferred 
the status quo and resisted opening the 
House floor proceedings to television. 
But one of Tip’s first decisions after he 
assumed the House Chair was to turn 
on the cameras. Tip intuitively knew it 
was an idea whose time had come. And 
when Brian Lamb went to Tip with his 
idea to take the television feed and 
send it across the Nation, gavel to 
gavel, and Tip agreed, neither of them 
quite knew what they had wrought. 

Jack Farrell and his great biography, 
‘‘Tip O’Neill and the Democratic Cen-
tury,’’ has Brian Lamb tell his story of 
his visit with the Speaker: ‘‘I was a 
nervous wreck. I was shaking.’’ He 
said, ‘‘I don’t think to this day that’’ 
Tip ‘‘understood what was going to 
happen, and I’ll never understand why 
he did what he did. He had nothing to 
win in the process except a little open-
ness.’’ 

I would say that Tip achieved a world 
of openness and brought great credit to 
this institution by allowing the Amer-

ican public to see for the first time 
what had previously been restricted to 
those who travel to Washington and 
come to visit us in the visitors’ gallery. 
Tip let the people all across our coun-
try get a chance to see the people’s 
House at work. Why did he do it? I 
would say it was his instinct kicking in 
about what was the right thing to do. 
And we could always trust Tip’s in-
stinct. He was right to let C–SPAN in 
25 years ago, and today we join in ex-
pressing our appreciation for Tip’s de-
cision and our appreciation to Brian 
Lamb and C–SPAN for asking Tip to 
create this huge revelation which has 
brought democracy into the homes of 
every single American as well as people 
around the world. And I think that 
much of the revolution that has hap-
pened over the last 25 years in the 
world relates to their ability to see 
how we create our laws and our coun-
try. And Tip O’Neill and Brian Lamb 
deserve the credit.

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Madam 
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. NEY. Madam Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Madam 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

I just wanted to thank again the 
dean of the New England delegation 
and of Massachusetts for his thought-
ful comments about the beloved Tip 
O’Neill and again associate myself with 
the remarks of the esteemed chairman 
from Ohio. Indeed, this is a very impor-
tant event and certainly one where 
both Mr. Lamb and Mr. O’Neill deserve 
justified recognition. 

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. NEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Let me say in closing, again, I think 
this is a great day, and considering the 
holiday, and, in fact, my relatives 
came here under the name O’Ney, I 
would like to thank also the late 
Speaker, Tip O’Neill, our current 
Speaker O’HASTERT and Congressman 
O’LARSON for joining us today in hon-
oring C–SPAN.

Mr. BUYER. Madam Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of the resolution honoring the service of 
C–SPAN for the past 25 years. 

Since first broadcasting daily floor pro-
ceedings of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives in 1979, C–SPAN has fulfilled a great 
service for the American people. C–SPAN did 
the extraordinary and unthinkable—it brought 
the Federal Government into the homes of 
millions across the country. No longer were 
the proceedings of the House a mystery—the 
veil was finally lifted and Americans could now 
see their Government in action. 

C–SPAN has continued to grow with the 
changing face of technology. In 1986, service 
was expanded to cover the Senate and begin-
ning in 1997, C–SPAN launched live web cov-
erage of the House and Senate proceedings. 

In particular, I would like to salute the cre-
ative work of Brian Lamb, founder and CEO, 
for bringing C–SPAN to life. He is a native 

Hoosier and hails from Indiana’s Fourth Con-
gressional District. Brian still speaks of the 
small town values he learned while growing up 
in Indiana and talks of the encouragement he 
received from family and teachers for having a 
tremendous impact on his life. He has not for-
gotten his roots and I thank him for his service 
to this country and to the Congress. 

The vision of C–SPAN was for it to educate 
the country about the Federal Government 
and how it works on behalf of all of us. And 
for a quarter of a century, C–SPAN has con-
nected people and government in a manner 
that puts the politics aside and focuses on the 
substantive issues. C–SPAN lives by the 
maxim that the better informed, the better we 
are as a society. 

I am pleased to support this resolution com-
mending Brian, C–SPAN, and its staff of 275 
employees for 25 years of service and edu-
cation to the American people.

Mr. NEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
EMERSON). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. NEY) that the House suspend 
the rules and agree to the resolution, 
H. Res. 551. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of 
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative. 

Mr. NEY. Madam Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. NEY. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material 
on the subject of H. Res. 551. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

f 

MYRON V. GEORGE POST OFFICE 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Madam 
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules 
and pass the bill (H.R. 3733) to des-
ignate the facility of the United States 
Postal Service located at 410 Huston 
Street in Altamont, Kansas, as the 
‘‘Myron V. George Post Office’’. 

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 3733

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. MYRON V. GEORGE POST OFFICE. 

(a) DESIGNATION.—The facility of the 
United States Postal Service located at 410 
Huston Street in Altamont, Kansas, shall be 
known and designated as the ‘‘Myron V. 
George Post Office’’ . 

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law, 
map, regulation, document, paper, or other 
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record of the United States to the facility re-
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to 
be a reference to the Myron V. George Post 
Office.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from 
Michigan (Mrs. MILLER) and the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. SLAUGH-
TER) each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Michigan (Mrs. MILLER). 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Madam 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative 
days within which to revise and extend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
material on the bill under consider-
ation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Madam 

Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Madam Speaker, on behalf of the 
Committee on Government Reform and 
the gentleman from Kansas (Mr. 
RYUN), the sponsor of the bill, I rise in 
support of H.R. 3733 that designates 
this postal facility in Altamont, Kan-
sas, as the ‘‘Myron V. George Post Of-
fice.’’ This is a well-deserved honor for 
Congressman Myron George, who, de-
spite passing away more than 30 years 
ago, remains one of Kansas’s favorite 
sons to this day. 

Congressman George served four 
terms in the House representing the 
people of southeast Kansas.

b 1430 
His respected career in the Congress 

followed his service in the United 
States Army during World War I, and 
when he returned safely home from the 
war, he learned the printing trade on 
the staff of his father’s newspaper, the 
Altamont Journal. George ultimately 
became the owner and the publisher of 
the Edna Sun in Edna, Kansas, and he 
published that newspaper for 17 years 
until 1941. 

While he still owned the Edna Sun, 
Myron George became an officer with 
the Kansas State Highway Commission 
in 1939 and, as a result of his decade of 
work with the Commission, he was 
elected to the first of his four terms to 
the United States House of Representa-
tives in 1950. During his tenure in the 
House, Congressman George was known 
for his modesty and effectiveness. His 
greatest achievement was using his ex-
perience on the Kansas Highway Com-
mission to work with President Dwight 
Eisenhower to implement the Federal 
Interstate Highway System for which 
the Eisenhower administration was fa-
mous. 

Madam Speaker, I strongly urge 
every Member of the House to support 
this legislation that honors Congress-
man Myron George, and I certainly 
congratulate the gentleman from Kan-
sas for shepherding H.R. 3733 through 
the committee process. I look forward 
to hearing his words. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

I am pleased to join my colleague in 
the consideration of H.R. 3733, legisla-
tion naming a postal facility in 
Altamont, Kansas after Myron George. 
This measure was introduced by the 
gentleman from Kansas (Mr. RYUN) on 
January 27, 2004 and unanimously re-
ported by the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform on February 26, 2004. 

Myron Virgil George was born in 
Kansas in 1900 and attended grade 
school and high school in Altamont, 
Kansas. He served in the United States 
Army for 2 years before he learned the 
printing trade at the Altamont Jour-
nal. 

After serving as an officer with the 
Kansas State Highway Commission for 
11 years, Myron George ran for Con-
gress in 1950 in a special election. He 
served in the United States Congress 
until 1959. He returned to his home 
State and engaged in public relations 
in the transportation and construction 
fields until his death in 1972. 

Madam Speaker, I urge the swift 
adoption of H.R. 3733. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Madam 
Speaker, I yield such time as he may 
consume to my distinguished col-
league, the gentleman from Kansas 
(Mr. RYUN). 

Mr. RYUN of Kansas. Madam Speak-
er, I rise as the sponsor of H.R. 3733, a 
bill to honor the memory of former 
southeast Kansas Congressman and fa-
vored son, Myron George. 

First of all, I want to thank the en-
tire Kansas delegation for their cospon-
sorship and support of this bill. I also 
want to offer my thanks to the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. DAVIS) and 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
WAXMAN) for their efforts. 

This proposal has widespread support 
throughout the Altamont and sur-
rounding communities. I have received 
letters of support from the Labette 
County Board of Commissioners, the 
mayor and city council members of 
Altamont, as well as the owner of the 
post office building. 

Born at the turn of the century, Con-
gressman George grew up in Altamont, 
Kansas. He was a World War I veteran, 
stationed in Panama, and a newspaper 
publisher. George served as an officer 
of the local American Legion post, a 
member of the Disabled American Vet-
erans, and a member of the local Meth-
odist church. 

In 1939, Congressman George turned 
to official public life. For over 10 years, 
he served on the Kansas State Highway 
Commission, followed by 8 years in the 
U.S. House of Representatives. During 
his time in Congress, his first priority 
was to provide excellent constituent 
services. Legislatively, he is best re-
membered for his continued efforts on 
behalf of transportation issues. He 

worked with another great Kansan, 
President Eisenhower, to develop and 
implement the Federal Interstate 
Highway System. 

Congressman George also worked to-
wards securing local funds for water 
projects. He helped establish an Army 
ROTC unit at Kansas State Teachers 
College, and he fought for continued 
operation of the Kansas Ordnance 
Plant in Parsons. 

In 1959, Congressman George re-
turned to southeast Kansas where he 
lived until his death in 1972. 

Madam Speaker, renaming the 
Altamont Post Office in honor of Con-
gressman George is a fitting reminder 
of his role and dedication to his com-
munity and to all Kansans. I urge my 
colleagues to support this measure. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, I 
have no further requests for time, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Madam 
Speaker, I urge that all Members sup-
port the passage of H.R. 3733.

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
EMERSON). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentlewoman from 
Michigan (Mrs. MILLER) that the House 
suspend the rules and pass the bill, 
H.R. 3733. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of 
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative. 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Madam 
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

f 

HONORING THE LIFE AND LEGACY 
OF LUIS A. FERRÉ 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Madam 
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules 
and agree to the resolution (H. Res. 
433) honoring the life and legacy of 
Luis A. Ferré. 

The Clerk read as follows:
H. RES. 433

Whereas Luis A. Ferré was born in Ponce, 
Puerto Rico, on February 17, 1904, soon after 
Spain ceded control of Puerto Rico to the 
United States in 1898; 

Whereas in 1917, when Luis Ferré was 13 
years old, the people of Puerto Rico were 
granted United States citizenship; 

Whereas Luis Ferré’s respect for the 
United States was fostered by his years as a 
college student at the Massachusetts Insti-
tute of Technology in Cambridge, Massachu-
setts; 

Whereas Luis Ferré returned to Puerto 
Rico with a degree in engineering and a firm 
belief in Puerto Rican statehood; 

Whereas Luis Ferré built his father’s busi-
ness, Puerto Rico Iron Works, into a hugely 
successful industrial enterprise; 

Whereas Luis Ferré, who entered politics 
at a propitious time in the island’s history, 
was a delegate to the Constitutional Conven-
tion in 1951 and was elected to the Puerto 
Rican House of Representatives in 1953; 
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Whereas Luis Ferré saw the opportunity to 

advocate Puerto Rican statehood in 1967, the 
year of the first political status plebiscite on 
the island; 

Whereas, although Puerto Rico remained a 
commonwealth after the 1967 plebiscite, Luis 
Ferré utilized the plebiscite to mobilize 
statehood forces and to establish a new polit-
ical entity, the New Progressive Party; 

Whereas in 1968 Luis Ferré ran for Gov-
ernor of Puerto Rico as the New Progressive 
Party candidate and won a close race; 

Whereas Luis Ferré served as Governor for 
one term, from 1969 to 1973; 

Whereas, as Governor, Luis Ferré ordered 
the liberation of all political prisoners incar-
cerated in Puerto Rican prisons as an act of 
national reconciliation; 

Whereas when Luis Ferré was elected Gov-
ernor he launched an effort to address what 
he called ‘‘the inequalities of Puerto Rican 
society’’, with initiatives to grant property 
titles to people living on public lands and to 
build multiple housing structures in rural 
and urban areas of Puerto Rico to provide 
homes for low-income families; 

Whereas, during his term as Governor, 
Luis Ferré signed into law several pieces of 
social legislation that contributed to the 
betterment of Puerto Rican workers, includ-
ing pay increases for teachers and policemen 
as well as other public employees and 
‘‘Christmas bonuses’’, whereby workers re-
ceived a check for at least 4 percent of their 
annual salary during the holiday season; 

Whereas, as Governor, Luis Ferré ap-
pointed the first woman to a cabinet-level 
position, selecting Julita Rivera de Vicenty 
as Secretary of Labor of Puerto Rico; 

Whereas Luis Ferré made great contribu-
tions to Puerto Rican cultural life, founding 
the Ponce Museum of Arts and giving schol-
arships to artists to further their studies in 
disciplines such as painting, visual arts, and 
music; 

Whereas, throughout his life over the past 
century, Luis Ferré became an honored elder 
statesman and philanthropist; 

Whereas Luis Ferré is one of four Puerto 
Ricans who have received the Presidential 
Medal of Freedom; and 

Whereas Luis Ferré passed away on Octo-
ber 21, 2003, at the age of 99: Now, therefore, 
be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives—

(1) honors Luis A. Ferré for his outstanding 
political leadership, business savvy, advo-
cacy for social justice, and great love and 
support of the arts; and 

(2) expresses condolences on his passing to 
his wife, Tiody de Jesus, and his two chil-
dren, Antonio Luis and Rosario, and grand-
children.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from 
Michigan (Mrs. MILLER) and the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. SLAUGH-
TER) each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Michigan. (Mrs. MILLER). 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Madam 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative 
days within which to revise and extend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
material on the resolution under con-
sideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Madam 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Madam Speaker, House Resolution 
433 honors Luis A. Ferré, perhaps the 
greatest political figure in Puerto Rico 
during the last half century. Luis Ferré 
passed away in San Juan at the age of 
99 on October 21, 2003, and this resolu-
tion recognizes his lifelong devotion to 
the United States, and to social justice 
in his native Puerto Rico. 

Luis Ferré spent his life as a success-
ful businessman and a human rights 
advocate for people on the small Carib-
bean island. He was elected to terms as 
Governor and to Representative in 
Puerto Rico. 

Madam Speaker, Luis Ferré loved the 
United States and his greatest hope 
was to see his native Puerto Rico be-
come an American State. In 1917, at 
the age of 13 years old, Ferré and the 
Puerto Rican population were granted 
United States citizenship. In the year 
of 2000, Ferré once recounted that he 
could not distinctly remember the 
event but, he said, ‘‘Ever since I have 
been very proud of that day. I feel it is 
a great privilege and a great honor to 
be a citizen of the greatest republic 
that we have had in the history of the 
world.’’ 

In 1951, Ferré was elected delegate to 
the Puerto Rican Constitutional Con-
vention and he was able to directly 
contribute to the island becoming an 
official United States Commonwealth 
in 1952. 

In 1968, Ferré was elected Governor 
and he continued to work towards 
Puerto Rican Statehood. He remained 
active in politics up to his death, most 
notably as the chairman of the Repub-
lican Party in Puerto Rico. 

To recognize Luis Ferré’s life of pub-
lic service, former President George 
H.W. Bush awarded him the Presi-
dential Medal of Freedom, the highest 
government award a civilian can re-
ceive, in 1991. Ferré is one of four Puer-
to Ricans to ever receive this Presi-
dential honor. 

Madam Speaker, I thank the gen-
tleman from New York for his efforts 
to bring House Resolution 433 to the 
floor today, and I urge its adoption. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Madam Speaker, the term ‘‘renais-
sance man’’ is tossed around far too 
casually because people do not truly 
understand what it means. The artist 
and scholars in the Italian Renaissance 
venerated people who were accom-
plished in many different fields. 
Present diversification rather than spe-
cialization, was the ideal of the time. 
As a term of admiration, ‘‘renaissance 
man’’ has few peers. It is a term that 
was often used to refer to Luis A. 
Ferré, the former Governor of Puerto 
Rico, who passed away in October of 
2003. 

Mr. Ferré, in addition to being the 
Governor, was a successful business-

man and a philanthropist and engineer, 
a classically trained musician, a polit-
ical pioneer, and a patron of the arts: a 
renaissance man indeed. 

Luis A. Ferré was born in Ponce, 
Puerto Rico on February 17, 1904, the 
son of an engineer of French descent. 
After spending his early childhood in 
Ponce, he attended high school in Mor-
ristown, New Jersey, before enrolling 
at the Massachusetts Institute of Tech-
nology, where he received degrees in 
mechanical engineering and electrical 
engineering. In addition, he studied at 
the New England Conservatory of 
Music where he became an accom-
plished classical pianist. 

Mr. Ferré is perhaps best remem-
bered as an advocate for Puerto Rico 
statehood. After running for Governor 
twice on the ticket of the Republican 
Statehood Party, he formed his own 
party, the New Progressive Party, on 
whose ticket he was elected Governor 
of Puerto Rico in 1968. He served for 
one term, from 1969 to 1973, during 
which time he established his legacy of 
positive progress for Puerto Rico. He 
granted property titles to those living 
on public lands, built housing for low-
income families, and made a positive 
step forward for gender equality in 
Puerto Rico by appointing the Com-
monwealth’s first female Cabinet Sec-
retary. 

After leaving office, Mr. Ferré con-
tinued his advocacy of Puerto Rican 
statehood. He was passionately dedi-
cated to the principle that not only 
should Puerto Rico be made more fully 
a part of the United States, but the 
United States should be aware of how 
important Puerto Rico was to it. Dur-
ing one of his many appearances before 
Congress, Mr. Ferré reminded the 
Members of how much Puerto Rico is 
engrained in the American experience. 
‘‘Not only are Puerto Ricans citizens 
by birth,’’ Mr. Ferré said, ‘‘but one 
would be hard-pressed to find a Puerto 
Rican without a sister in New York, a 
son in Chicago, a cousin in Orlando, or 
a daughter in Honolulu or Oklahoma 
City.’’ A statement such as this from a 
man born just 6 years after Puerto 
Rico was taken from Spain as a prize of 
war shows just how far Puerto Rico 
came in his lifetime. 

Mr. Ferré’s dedication to the arts de-
fined him almost as much as his polit-
ical accomplishments. Realizing that 
culture was as important to the future 
of Puerto Rico as prosperity, he found-
ed and endowed the Ponce Museum of 
Art and the city library in Ponce. He 
saved the local newspaper from folding, 
and El Nuevo Dia, now based in San 
Juan, is the island’s biggest newspaper. 

Luis A. Ferré, one of the finest and 
most prominent Puerto Ricans of the 
past century, liked to describe himself 
as a revolutionary in his ideas, liberal 
in his objectives, and conservative in 
his methods. He was a friend to Presi-
dents and a titan to Puerto Rican poli-
tics. He was an honorable protector of 
Puerto Rico’s past and its future. And, 
with the condolences of the House, he 
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is deserving and worthy of this resolu-
tion in his honor. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Madam 
Speaker, I have no other speakers at 
this time, and I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
SERRANO). 

(Mr. SERRANO asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. SERRANO. Madam Speaker, I 
thank both Members for bringing this 
resolution to the floor. 

When I introduced this resolution, I 
did it with the full understanding that 
we would be honoring the legacy of 
Luis A. Ferré, a true Puerto Rican vi-
sionary who wanted so much to con-
tinue to be part of this great Nation of 
ours. As many of my colleagues know, 
Luis lived 99-plus years and, during 
that time, he dedicated most of his life 
to public service. We usually do not 
like to talk about people’s personal fi-
nancial situations, but it is no secret 
that he was an extremely wealthy man 
who could have very easily just sat 
back and enjoyed spending money and 
living the life of someone who was very 
well off. Instead, he chose both to move 
forward what he felt was his vision of 
what the Puerto Rican society should 
look like and be like and act like and, 
at the same time, his deep belief to 
make Puerto Rico the 51st State of the 
Union. In fact, when he started this 
movement, it probably would have 
been the 48th or the 49th or the 50th 
State of the Union. He did that with 
the full understanding that the Puerto 
Rican community had a lot to offer to 
the United States and that the United 
States had a lot to offer through state-
hood to Puerto Rico. 

At the same time that Luis pushed 
for statehood and advocated for what 
he believed was the proper route for 
Puerto Rico to take, he went about 
building the island’s economy and 
building the island’s cultural institu-
tions. Museums, concert halls, tele-
vision work and radio work all were 
part of his vision, and he pushed this to 
the very, very end of his life. 

Every time he would visit Congress 
or come to Washington, he would visit 
my office. I was always taken by the 
fact that this man was such a gen-
tleman, such a soft-spoken yet strong 
believer in everything that he stood 
for. 

One of the things that he stood for 
was his belief that the poor had to have 
a better way in Puerto Rico. In fact, he 
gets credit for building the statehood 
movement amongst the poor by mak-
ing sure that he expressed to them that 
statehood was not for the wealthy, but 
that statehood was for the poor. Before 
he came along, it was always seen as 
simply a Republican, wealthy kind of a 
situation.

b 1445 
He took it and brought it to every-

body. I think it is important to note 
that in Puerto Rico the political struc-
ture is based on Commonwealth, state-
hood, or independence. But in those 
parties there are people who associate 
nationally with either the Republican 
or the Democratic Party. Within the 
statehood party there are people who 
are Democrats, there are people who 
are Republicans. It will please my col-
leagues to know that he was a staunch 
Republican who was very close to the 
Bush family and very close to Repub-
lican leaders throughout the country. 
It is for that reason that he received so 
many accolades from our government. 
In fact, in 1991, former President 
George H.W. Bush awarded him the 
Presidential Medal of Freedom. 

I remember once I was talking, and I 
will be very brief, but I was talking to 
a member of the Independence Party, 
the people who are totally opposed to 
statehood. And I think the greatest 
compliment that you hear for someone 
like Luis Ferré came from this member 
of the Independence Party. We were 
talking about him and he said, ‘‘This 
man is a true patriot.’’ I said, ‘‘Wait a 
minute. You are calling a person who 
pushes statehood a patriot and yet you 
are for independence?’’ He said, ‘‘Yes. 
He is a patriot because everything Luis 
Ferré has ever done is in Puerto Rico’s 
best interest and mine. And that is 
what signifies who is a patriot and who 
is not.’’ And I will always remember 
that there is no greater tribute from 
someone who is totally opposed to your 
philosophy to say that you are for the 
good of the people. 

He never saw his dream come true of 
Puerto Rico becoming the 51st State. 
But he did see Puerto Rico grow from 
a poor economy to a vibrant economy, 
from an island considered by many to 
be somewhere in the Caribbean to an 
island that became very much a part of 
the American family, and an island 
that became very much a part of the 
Caribbean family. 

He is truly one of the greatest Puerto 
Ricans and certainly one of the great-
est Americans to have ever lived. And 
he will be missed. I will miss him as a 
friend, I will miss him for the gen-
tleman that he was, I will miss him as 
a leader. And today we honor that leg-
acy through this resolution. 

I want to thank all of our colleagues 
for honoring the life and legacy of Luis 
A. Ferré.

Mr. ACEVEDO-VILÁ. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today in support of H. Res. 433, honoring the 
life and legacy of Luis A. Ferré. Luis A. Ferré 
was a crucial figure in the history of Puerto 
Rico who led a life of service to his people. He 
was an accomplished businessman, skilled 
politician, and compassionate philanthropist. 

Born on February 17, 1904, in Ponce, PR, 
he went on to study at the Massachusetts In-
stitute of Technology (MIT) in Cambridge, 
Massachusetts, where he earned a degree in 
engineering. Upon his return to Puerto Rico, 
he worked in his father’s business, Puerto 
Rico Iron Works, and later became involved in 

politics as a delegate to the Constitutional 
Convention, a member of the Puerto Rico 
House of Representatives, and, in 1968, was 
elected Governor. 

Ferré was a believer in Puerto Rican state-
hood, and his convictions led him to create the 
New Progressive Party, which to this day re-
mains one of the leading political parties in 
Puerto Rico. 

He dedicated his life to serving the people 
of Puerto Rico and working to improve their 
lives and futures. During his term as Gov-
ernor, he created multiple government agen-
cies and public projects to enhance the quality 
of life of Puerto Ricans, and launched several 
housing and labor initiatives of great impor-
tance. 

In addition to his political achievements, 
Luis A. Ferré is also remembered in Puerto 
Rico as a great philanthropist and advocate of 
Puerto Rican culture. Among his biggest con-
tributions to Puerto Rico’s cultural life were the 
Ponce Museum of Arts, which began with a 
donation from his personal collection, scholar-
ship programs for art and music students, and 
the largest-circulation newspaper in Puerto 
Rico. 

Ferré’s contributions to the development of 
Puerto Rico and the improvement of its soci-
ety will be forever remembered and appre-
ciated. Regrdless of one’s position on the 
issue of Puerto Rico’s status, Ferré was an 
able statesman who dedicated his life to his 
beloved island. 

This is why today I encourage you to sup-
port this resolution to honor the life of this re-
spected and revered Puerto Rican. I thank my 
colleague from New York, Mr. SERRANO, for 
introducing this measure. I also have intro-
duced a bill to immortalize Ferré, H.R. 3742, 
which would designate the United States 
Courthouse and Post Office Building located 
at 93 Antocha Street in Ferré’s hometown of 
Ponce as the Luis A. Ferré United States 
Courthouse and Post Office Building. It is my 
hope that we can further remember the legacy 
of Ferré by bringing this bill up at a later date.

Mr. RAHALL. Madam Speaker, I rise in my 
capacity as the ranking Democrat of the Re-
sources Committee to join in honoring Luis A. 
Ferré. 

In 1967, a young man named Luis Ferré set 
out an agenda for his home island which has 
transformed the political landscape of Puerto 
Rico. The modern day pro-Puerto Rico state-
hood movement began with Luis Ferré and his 
efforts in forming the New Progressive Party. 

Today we take the opportunity to honor the 
life on Don Luis Ferré, a veneration bestowed 
by the people of Puerto Rico. 

Don Luis died at the age of 99. Having been 
an engineer, businessman, politician, pianist, 
and philanthropist, it is no wonder that he has 
been described as a renaissance man. 

Born shortly after the United States gained 
possession of Puerto Rico from Spain, he was 
raised both in Puerto Rico and the United 
States mainland. After receiving his high 
school degree in Morristown, NJ, he pursued 
undergraduate studies in engineering at the 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT). 
Before leaving MIT, Don Luis would earn a 
master’s degree in electrical engineering. He 
returned to Puerto Rico thereafter to help build 
up the family business. 

In 1937, Don Luis founded the Ponce Public 
Library. His love for education and the arts 
continued to mark major accomplishments in 
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his life when in 1950 he established a founda-
tion in his own name. The Luis A. Ferré Foun-
dation would result in the creation of the 
Ponce Museum of Art, regarded as a world-
class repository for the classics and for Puerto 
Rican culture. 

In 1967, following a political status plebiscite 
where the choice of ‘‘statehood’’ received 39 
percent of votes cast, Don Luis, an ardent and 
impassioned believer in Puerto Rico becoming 
the fifty-first State of the Union, established 
the New Progressive Party. 

The following year, running on a platform 
promoting statehood, Don Luis was elected 
Governor of Puerto Rico. 

After serving one-term, Don Luis worked to 
strengthen his party and Puerto Rico. He con-
tinued to advocate statehood and promoted 
American democracy in the region. His words 
and actions inspired many Puerto Rican lead-
ers of today. Former Governor Pedro Rosello 
and our former colleague Carlos Romero-
Barcelo are but two of the notables who bene-
fited from the path which Don Luis blazed. 

In 1991, his life’s work, as a visionary and 
public servant, was awarded with the Presi-
dential Medal of Freedom. 

Don Luis Ferré was a stateman in the high-
est regard. His ideas and leadership were re-
spected by all political parties and their lead-
ers. His passing brought about mourning 
throughout Puerto Rico and for the tens of 
thousands of Puerto Ricans living in the 
United States mainland. 

Don Luis Ferré was a lover of American de-
mocracy. He was a believer in making lives 
better, especially those in those in his home of 
Puerto Rico. In my view, Congress has an ob-
ligation to provide an opportunity for the 3.9 
million people of Puerto Rico to achieve Don 
Luis’s dream of membership in our Union if 
they so desire it. 

It is an honor for me to honor him. 
I encourage all my colleagues to support H. 

Res. 433, and I thank my colleague Mr. 
SERRANO for his effort to have this considered 
on the floor.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Madam 
Speaker, I urge Members to support 
the adoption of House Resolution 433, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
EMERSON). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentlewoman from 
Michigan (Mrs. MILLER) that the House 
suspend the rules and agree to the reso-
lution, H. Res. 433. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of 
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative. 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Madam 
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

HONORING THE LIFE AND LEGACY 
OF PRESIDENT FRANKLIN DELA-
NO ROOSEVELT 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Madam 
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules 
and agree to the joint resolution (H.J. 
Res. 87) honoring the life and legacy of 
President Franklin Delano Roosevelt 
and recognizing his contributions on 
the anniversary of the date of his birth. 

The Clerk read as follows:
H.J. RES. 87

Whereas President Franklin Delano Roo-
sevelt was born in Hyde Park, New York, on 
January 30, 1882; 

Whereas his commitment to public service 
followed the example of his fifth cousin, the 
26th President of the United States, Theo-
dore Roosevelt; 

Whereas sixty years ago, President Roo-
sevelt became the only President of the 
United States elected to a fourth term in of-
fice; 

Whereas President Roosevelt fulfilled his 
promise to lead the Nation through the 
Great Depression by creating a series of New 
Deal programs that fundamentally changed 
the role of Government; 

Whereas President Roosevelt’s leadership 
was instrumental in extending freedom and 
democracy around the globe and uniting the 
world confronted by tyranny and aggression; 

Whereas President Roosevelt unified and 
mobilized the American effort after the 
bombing of Pearl Harbor and World War II, 
encouraging patriotism and volunteerism; 

Whereas through his war time leadership, 
President Roosevelt directed the Govern-
ment into the most productive partnership 
with private enterprise in the Nation’s his-
tory by appointing top businessmen to run 
the production agencies, exempting business 
from antitrust laws, allowing business to 
write off the full cost of investments, and 
guaranteeing a substantial profit; 

Whereas as a result of his leadership, the 
United States was outproducing all the Axis 
and the Allied powers combined, contrib-
uting nearly 300,000 planes, 100,000 tanks, 2 
million trucks, and 87,000 warships to the Al-
lied cause; 

Whereas 2004 is the 60th anniversary of D-
Day, which commemorates the largest air, 
land, and sea operation undertaken before or 
since June 6, 1944; 

Whereas in the spring of 2004, the National 
World War II Memorial will be dedicated in 
Washington, DC, to encourage Americans to 
celebrate and remember the contributions of 
President Roosevelt and the courageous men 
and women which were critical to the Amer-
ican war effort at home and American mili-
tary successes overseas; 

Whereas President Roosevelt supported the 
effort to find a cure for infantile paralysis 
(polio), by which he had been paralyzed in 
1921; in 1938, President Roosevelt founded the 
National Foundation for Infantile Paralysis, 
a national organization which raised funds 
to find a cure for polio; the following year, 
comedian Eddie Cantor asked the Nation to 
mail dimes to the White House to help the 
Foundation, and in one month, the White 
House received 2.5 million dimes; Cantor de-
clared it ‘‘A March of Dimes’’ and, in 1979, 
the name became the lasting moniker for the 
Foundation; 

Whereas President Roosevelt established 
the polio foundation hospital at Warm 
Springs, Georgia, for the treatment of polio 
patients, which had a profound impact on 
scores of young Americans; 

Whereas in a broadcast launching the an-
nual March of Dimes Campaign, President 
Harry S. Truman declared ‘‘The fight to con-

quer infantile paralysis is an unfinished task 
of Franklin Delano Roosevelt. It must and 
shall be carried to complete victory.’’; 
thanks to President Roosevelt and the 
March of Dimes, polio is largely now a thing 
of the past in America and worldwide eradi-
cation of polio is expected by 2005; 

Whereas Americans who encountered and 
conquered polio have benefited from the 
March of Dimes and from President Roo-
sevelt’s example of courage; 

Whereas Eleanor Roosevelt more than ful-
filled her traditional duties as First Lady; 

Whereas she expanded the role, being voted 
the most admired woman in America and 
even called ‘‘the First Lady of the Western 
World’’ for her work on behalf of civil rights, 
women’s rights, and human rights; she car-
ried on the beliefs and ideals of her husband, 
serving as the foremost spokesperson for 
human rights around the world as the first 
chairperson of the U.N. Commission on 
Human Rights; 

Whereas President Roosevelt is loved and 
admired by millions of Americans and by 
countless others around the world; and 

Whereas a grateful Nation and world are 
better off because of President Roosevelt’s 
inimitable leadership: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the Congress, on be-
half of the American people, honors the life 
and legacy of President Franklin Delano 
Roosevelt and recognizes his contributions 
on the anniversary of the date of his birth.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from 
Michigan (Mrs. MILLER) and the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. SLAUGH-
TER) each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Michigan (Mrs. MILLER). 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Madam 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative 
days within which to revise and extend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
material on H.J. Res. 87. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Madam 

Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Madam Speaker, I rise in support of 
House Joint Resolution 87 sponsored by 
my distinguished colleague, the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. SLAUGH-
TER). 

This resolution offers the House a 
chance to remember Franklin Delano 
Roosevelt’s leadership over 120 years 
after his birth. 

Madam Speaker, President Roosevelt 
who, of course, was known very affec-
tionately around the world as FDR, 
skillfully guided our great Nation 
through the Great Depression and 
World War II during four terms in the 
White House. 

When he first took office in 1933 FDR 
pushed through Congress legislation 
designed to stimulate the inactive 
American economy. FDR called these 
measures a New Deal for the American 
people. 
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Some have suggested that the New 

Deal jump-started the economy by sta-
bilizing prices and triggering employ-
ers to hire in America work to emerge 
from the Depression. 

Madam Speaker, President Roosevelt 
also mobilized the American spirit at 
home and energized the developing 
military forces abroad following the 
bombing of Pearl Harbor. His grace 
during World War II certainly encour-
aged patriotism, sacrifice from Ameri-
cans everywhere, which helped the 
United States prevail in the massive 
global conflict that he was not able to 
see through. 

President Roosevelt passed away as a 
result of cerebral hemorrhage just 
weeks after beginning his fourth term, 
on April 12, 1945. In large part because 
of President Roosevelt’s vigilance the 
United States and the allies went on to 
defeat the Nazis in Europe and force 
the Japanese to surrender in the Pa-
cific Theater later that year. 

In a message to Congress in June of 
1934, FDR stated that among the top 
priorities of his administration would 
be the security of the men, women, and 
children of the Nation first. The Presi-
dent stated that the security of the 
home and the security of livelihood 
constitutes a right that belongs to 
every individual. Securing America’s 
future through frightening times was 
perhaps FDR’s greatest legacy. And for 
that reason and many others, the 
House honors him today. 

Madam Speaker, just as the Resolved 
clause of the resolution states, I urge 
the Congress to honor the life and leg-
acy of President Franklin Delano Roo-
sevelt. I commend the gentlewoman 
from New York (Ms. SLAUGHTER) for in-
troducing House Joint Resolution 87 
that honors one of America’s most leg-
endary leaders in history.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, I 
will reserve my remarks for the 
RECORD and yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. SKELTON), my colleague and 
cousin. 

Mr. SKELTON. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman from New 
York (Ms. SLAUGHTER), my cousin, for 
introducing this resolution. And I ap-
preciate the bipartisan support of the 
gentlewoman from Missouri (Mrs. 
EMERSON) who is presiding today, the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. 
SWEENEY), and the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN), all of 
whom joined in becoming original co-
sponsors of the measure. 

Franklin Delano Roosevelt was big-
ger than life when I was a youngster, 
and properly so, because he did such a 
wonderful job in leading America out 
of the worst Depression in our history 
and leading the United States toward 
victory against the Japanese and the 
Germans. Unfortunately, he died on 
April 12, 1945, and Missouri’s Harry 
Truman, as you know, the Vice Presi-
dent, became President on that day. 

We all know his legacy as a leader, a 
political leader, a wartime leader, and 
one who so many people looked up to 
for so long, the only President elected 
to four terms as President of the 
United States. 

Let me touch on another subject as 
to why Franklin Delano Roosevelt is a 
true American hero. Should you come 
to my office in the Rayburn Building 
you will see in a prominent place a por-
trait, a signed portrait by the artist of 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt, the unfin-
ished portrait that was being made 
when he collapsed and died at his cabin 
known as the Little White House at 
Warm Springs, Georgia. Friends were 
present at the time when he was 
stricken and died within a few hours. 

President Roosevelt’s life and legacy 
has played a meaningful role in so 
many lives of untold citizens, far more 
than as President of the United States 
in his political leadership or as his 
world leadership, but it played a social 
role to those who contracted polio at a 
young age. And most people who have 
been so stricken were of a young age. 

President Roosevelt established the 
March of Dimes in 1938 which caused 
Americans all across the country to 
send dimes to the White House or cre-
ate their own March of Dimes fund. I 
remember very well being a Boy Scout, 
collecting the dimes on my main street 
in Lexington, Missouri, for the March 
of Dimes established by Franklin Dela-
no Roosevelt. 

And he established the foundation at 
Warm Springs, Georgia, not too far 
from Columbus. This was an old resort 
and he changed it into the most mod-
ern hospital for the treatment of those 
who had polio. I have personal experi-
ence knowing of that. Warm Springs, 
Georgia became the mecca for the re-
search, for the treatment, and for sur-
gery involving those who had polio for 
so very, very long. And the March of 
Dimes that he created helped establish 
research funding that could, and, fortu-
nately it did, for all intents and pur-
poses, research that found a cure or a 
prevention, I should say, to polio. 

So, many young people, and I have 
had the opportunity to know them, 
created lives that were meaningful 
which otherwise would not have been 
possible, thanks to the Warm Springs 
Foundation established by Franklin 
Delano Roosevelt. It is rather inter-
esting, he called the patients down 
there ‘‘my kids.’’ And as many 
Thanksgivings as he possibly could, he 
would go down and have Thanksgiving 
dinner with his kids. And that tradi-
tion lasted well past his passing from 
the scene. 

The March of Dimes, the foundation 
at Warm Springs, Georgia, all of that 
enables others to participate in public 
life, to take their place as meaningful, 
hardworking citizens of the United 
States. But for Franklin Delano Roo-
sevelt, that would not have happened. 
So it is not just during the Depression 
that he did such a masterful job in 
pulling this country out, it was not 

just the war effort until he passed 
away in April of 1945, but his contribu-
tion to treating and to helping find the 
cure for the prevention of polio, that is 
what makes Franklin Delano Roosevelt 
such an outstanding person in the his-
tory of our country. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Madam 
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. MCGOVERN.) 

(Mr. MCGOVERN asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks, and include extraneous 
material.) 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman from New 
York (Ms. SLAUGHTER) who has been so 
gracious to me on so many occasions 
for yielding me this time. 

Madam Speaker, first let me thank 
the gentlewoman from New York (Ms. 
SLAUGHTER) and the gentlewoman from 
Missouri (Mrs. EMERSON), the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON) 
and the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
SWEENEY) for introducing this resolu-
tion honoring President Franklin Dela-
no Roosevelt. 

It is important for Members of this 
House to not only remember but to ac-
knowledge his many accomplishments 
and his unique place in our history. 
The vast majority of Presidential 
scholars consider FDR to be one of our 
country’s greatest Presidents. As we 
all know, FDR assumed the Presidency 
as this Nation confronted the Great 
Depression. His inspirational words of 
hope helped Americans get through 
some of the most difficult economic 
challenges in our history, and his bold 
leadership and creative policies ulti-
mately led us out of the Great Depres-
sion.

b 1500 

He showed us then, and I think we 
should all remember this now, that 
government can be a force for good. It 
can be an instrument to empower and 
to help people. 

For example, Social Security is one 
of FDR’s greatest legacies. Today, So-
cial Security provides half the income 
of 60 percent of our senior citizens. It is 
a program that keeps countless seniors 
from falling into poverty, the kind of 
devastating poverty that plagued so 
many before FDR’s efforts. As we 
honor Franklin Delano Roosevelt’s ef-
forts today, we must recommit our-
selves to protecting and strengthening 
Social Security. It can be there for our 
children and our grandchildren and our 
great-grandchildren. 

After America was attacked at Pearl 
Harbor on December 7, 1941, FDR and 
the Greatest Generation rose to the de-
fense of our country by fighting 
against the Axis Powers. Millions of 
men and women were mobilized for our 
war effort. 
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These Americans came from small 

towns, large cities, regardless of race 
or class. They courageously defended 
our freedom. They sacrificed much, and 
our country’s eternally grateful for 
their service. 

It is particularly fitting that we 
honor FDR now because 2004 is the 60th 
anniversary of D-Day. In honoring 
FDR, we honor the young soldiers who 
stormed the beaches of France and 
turned the tide of World War II. 

This is also the year that we will 
dedicate the World War II memorial on 
the Washington Mall. 

Madam Speaker, I attend veterans 
events in my district all the time, and 
never is there a time when a World War 
II veteran does not come up to me and 
tell me how honored he was to serve 
under Franklin Delano Roosevelt. He 
was an extraordinary Commander in 
Chief. 

Following FDR’s death on April 12, 
1945, plans were formulated to honor 
FDR on the dime. The chief proponent 
of placing FDR’s likeness on the dime 
was then-U.S. Representative Clyde 
Doyle of California; and Madam Speak-
er, at this point, I will insert the text 
of a letter written by Representative 
DOYLE to the U.S. Mint in the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD

MAY 3, 1945. 
Re To have the likeness of our late President 

Franklin Delano Roosevelt placed on the 
dime. 

DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF THE MINT, 
Department of the Treasury, 
Washington, DC. 

MY DEAR FRIEND: A few days ago I received 
from you in compliance with my request the 
listing of the relative place in our currency 
circulation of the first three coins. I note the 
dime is No. 3. Thank you for this informa-
tion. 

As we stated in asking you therefor, I had 
in mind that it would be proper to have the 
likeness of our great President, Franklin 
Delano Roosevelt, placed on the dime. I say 
‘‘proper’’ for the following reasons, amongst 
others: First. The dime was made famous 
over the world because of the triumph by our 
great beloved President of great spirits, 
heart, mind, and soul over physical infir-
mities and handicaps. Second. It was made 
famous over the world because of the March 
of Dimes which was sponsored by him in 
order that the terrible disease of infantile 
paralysis might be eliminated in the experi-
ence of all mankind. The millions of dollars 
received has actually achieved a great deal 
in this worthy objective. Third. Other coins 
of our great Nation have had the likenesses 
of our great Presidents and citizens placed 
upon them. Fourth. The circulation of the 
dime, while No. 3 now in our Nation, is so 
rapidly increasing that it has become almost 
the most popular coin in business. Fifth. The 
dime has become a piece of money for which 
the average American has real affection be-
cause of the identity thereof with the March 
of Dimes. 

The other most commonly used coins each 
have the head of a great American past 
President, to wit: The penny, Abraham Lin-
coln; the nickel, Thomas Jefferson; the quar-
ter, George Washington. It would be very ap-
propriate to have the replica of this great 
American on one side of the time and the 
replica of the Goddess of Liberty on the 
other side. 

I do not purpose to offer a bill on the floor 
of the House in this regard, because I antici-
pate that a simpler and more efficient proc-
ess of doing this timely act would be by your 

Department deciding so to do. If I am in 
error in this important thought, I shall ap-
preciate your advising in the premise. 

I will say, from the Eighteenth Congres-
sional District of California, which I have 
the honor to represent, there come frequent 
and very large numbers of requests that this 
development in honor of this great American 
take place as promptly as possible. 

If there is any reason why this cannot be 
done by you, kindly call my attention there-
to by reply mail. 

I have the honor to be, 
Sincerely yours, 

CLYDE DOYLE, 
Member of Congress. 

DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF THE MINT, 
Department of the Treasury, 
Washington, DC. 

Put a diamond on every dime. 
MY DEAR FRIEND: You were good enough on 

May 1 to answer my inquiry of a few days be-
fore with reference to the circulation of the 
dime and other American coins. Thank you 
for the information. 

On May 3 I briefly wrote you on the subject 
of my earlier phone communication to you. I 
see in my letter of May 3 that I did not there 
include a sixth item, which I had intended to 
do. So I do it now, and urge this sixth point 
to your attention as to why the dime should 
have placed on one side thereof, the likeness 
of our great President, Franklin Delano Roo-
sevelt. It is as follows: 

Sixth. A diamond on every dime. If this 
statement seems at all odd at first glance, I 
hope that upon reflection it will occur to you 
that it is most significant and indicative of 
the fact that the American people, by and 
large, thought of him in his lifetime and al-
ways will, as a genuine diamond. Genuine 
diamonds being what they are in fact and in 
the minds of people, I submit the phrase I am 
using as psychological strength and reason 
for putting into effect this suggestion. 

Shortly after the death of our great leader, 
I had intended to file a bill to effectuate the 
purpose of my suggestion to you, but feeling 
it was a matter which should logically be put 
into effect by our agreements between the 
proper Government officials, rather than by 
congressional legislation; and that it should 
be put into effect long before congressional 
action might be concluded, I am going to 
make remarks and put them in the Congres-
sional Record in the next day or two. 

Another suggestion I have is that if you do 
put the likeness of this diamond of democ-
racy on the dime, then there should be na-
tionwide—yes, worldwide recognition of your 
doing so. It might be that an extra March of 
Dimes campaign be conducted to raise addi-
tional money for the infantile-paralysis pro-
gram, or conduct other or additional appro-
priate national and even world recognition 
thereof. 

I have the honor to be 
Respectfully yours, 

CLYDE DOYLE, 
Member of Congress.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Madam Speaker, as 
many people know, there is an effort 
underway by some of our colleagues to 
diminish FDR’s legacy by taking his 
profile off the dime and replacing it 
with President Ronald Reagan’s pro-
file. I am not opposed to honoring 
President Reagan, who served our 
country with great distinction, but 
why in order to honor President 
Reagan must we dishonor President 
Roosevelt? 

I would like to explain to my col-
leagues the reasons why FDR is on the 
dime. Having been paralyzed by infan-
tile paralysis, polio, FDR was a long-
time supporter of efforts to eradicate 

the disease. In 1938, he founded the Na-
tional Foundation for Infantile Paral-
ysis, a national organization which 
raised funds to find a cure for polio. 

The following year, comedian Eddie 
Cantor asked the Nation to mail dimes 
to the White House to help the founda-
tion; and in one month, the White 
House received $85,000 in dimes. Cantor 
declared it a March of Dimes, and the 
name became the lasting moniker for 
the foundation. 

The new FDR dime was issued on 
January 30, 1946, the date that would 
have been FDR’s 64th birthday. In a 
broadcast kicking off the annual March 
of Dimes campaign on the same day, 
President Harry S. Truman declared: 
‘‘The fight to conquer infantile paral-
ysis is an unfinished task of Franklin 
Delano Roosevelt. It must and shall be 
carried to complete victory.’’ 

Madam Speaker, at this point, I in-
clude in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
the March of Dimes statement against 
removing FDR’s profile from the dime.

MARCH OF DIMES STRONGLY OPPOSES 
REMOVAL OF FDR FROM THE DIME 

The profile of President Franklin D. Roo-
sevelt was placed on the dime in 1946 to me-
morialize his 4 term Presidency, his fight to 
find a vaccine to prevent polio, and the vol-
unteer movement epitomized by the March 
of Dimes. For all these reasons, the March of 
Dimes strongly opposes efforts to remove 
FDR from the dime. 

The Franklin D. Roosevelt dime com-
memorates a national movement that re-
sulted in the eradication of polio from the 
United States and in the near future from 
the entire world. The efforts funded through 
the ‘‘March of Dimes’’ campaign initiated by 
Roosevelt provided care for the victims of 
polio while aggressively working to develop 
vaccines against it. This represented one of 
the first large-scale, nationwide biomedical 
initiatives, led by a charitable organization. 
It also helped make the volunteer movement 
an integral part of the fabric of American 
life. 

In January 1938, alarmed by decades of 
worsening polio epidemics and the terrible 
toll the virus was taking on America’s 
young, President Roosevelt established the 
National Foundation for Infantile Paralysis. 
The National Foundation emphasized the na-
tionwide significance and non-partisan char-
acter of the polio crusade. FDR believed that 
people could solve any problem if they 
worked together. Comedian Eddie Cantor 
coined the phrase ‘‘March of Dimes’’ (playing 
on the popular newsreel feature ‘‘The March 
of Time’’), appealing to radio listeners all 
over the country to send their dimes directly 
to the White House. The campaign proved to 
be hugely successful with over 2.5 million 
dimes sent to the White House the first year. 
The National Foundation officially changed 
its name to the March of Dimes in 1979. 

The FDR dime not only commemorates his 
presidency, but represents the American 
spirit of working together to help one an-
other. The coin is symbolic of the struggle to 
end polio through the ‘‘March of Dimes’’ 
campaign and the worldwide eradication of 
polio is expected in 2005. The dime is a vehi-
cle in which to explain what the volunteer 
spirit in America means, it would be a shame 
to lose that.

In response to the Reagan dime bill, 
I introduced H. Con. Res. 343, which ex-
presses Congress’s support for the FDR 
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dime. It currently has 130 cosponsors. 
In fact, Nancy Reagan supports leaving 
FDR on the dime. Mrs. Reagan said, 
‘‘While I can understand the intentions 
of those seeking to place my husband’s 
face on the dime, I do not support this 
proposal, and I am certain Ronnie 
would not. When our country chooses 
to honor a great President such as FDR 
by placing his likeness on our cur-
rency, it would be wrong to replace 
him with another. It is my hope that 
this proposed legislation will be with-
drawn.’’ 

I, at this point, would insert into the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD an editorial 
from the Gainesville Times on this 
issue.
HONOR REAGAN? FINE. DISHONOR ROOSEVELT? 

NO. 
The latest lunacy to emanate from Con-

gress needs to stop on a dime: literally. 
Rep. Mark Souder, a Republican from Indi-

ana, is miffed about the miniseries now air-
ing on Showtime, a premium cable channel 
operated by CBS, on former President Ron-
ald Reagan and his wife, Nancy. The mini-
series portrays Reagan, who suffers from 
Alzheimer’s, as a doddering, rather pathetic 
figure and his wife as a calculating, domi-
neering manipulator. 

Therefore, according to Souder’s logic, 
Reagan should replace former President 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt on the dime. 

Souder and other conservatives, inside and 
outside Congress, were outraged when CBS 
announced earlier this fall that it would air 
‘‘The Reagans’’ on network TV. CBS backed 
off last month and sent the miniseries to 
Showtime, where it plays to much smaller 
audiences. That hardly mollified Souder and 
some of his colleagues in the House. 

‘‘It’s what precipitated me introducing the 
bill . . . and why it was a lot easier to get a 
lot of support,’’ Souder said of the mini-
series, which he termed ‘‘vile’’ in a letter to 
colleagues in support of his proposal. 

Souder claims to have the support of 88 
other House Republicans for his ridiculous 
idea. More than a dozen of them are from 
California, where the Reagans make their 
home and where Reagan is a former gov-
ernor. 

In his effort to rewrite history and dis-
honor Roosevelt, Souder trots out the ‘‘L’’ 
word in what’s becoming a tiresome exercise 
in partisan politics. 

‘‘I believe (Reagan) represents conserv-
ative values as we would see them imple-
mented through a president better than any-
body else we’ve had in American history,’’ 
Souder said. ‘‘He, to conservatives, rep-
resents kind of the reverse of FDR, who is 
kind of the liberal icon. Ronald Reagan is 
the conservative icon.’’

We ‘‘kind of’’ miss Souder’s point and why 
the obscure congressman believes it’s proper 
to replace Roosevelt on the coin. 

The presidencies of Roosevelt and Reagan 
occurred nearly 50 years apart under cir-
cumstances that were quite different. 

While Reagan helped restore some resolve 
to American foreign policy in the aftermath 
of the caution that resulted from the disas-
trous Vietnam War and gets credit for crack-
ing the facade of communism, Roosevelt gov-
erned in much more dire and challenging 
times. 

In 1933, FDR inherited a nation that was 
reeling from the Great Depression, which 
began four years earlier when the stock mar-
ket crashed and set into motion the most 
cataclysmic economic emergency in the na-
tion’s history. From Wall Street to Main 
Street, panic reigned. Tens of millions of 

Americans watched their savings, jobs and 
fortunes vanish. 

Roosevelt’s innovative employment and 
economic programs, and the sweeping 
changes that guaranteed the financial future 
of older Americans with the creation of So-
cial Security, lifted the nation out of the De-
pression’s nightmare. 

During World War II, Roosevelt and British 
Prime Minister Winston Churchill turned 
back the horror of Nazi Germany in North 
Africa and Europe and the brutal occupation 
of most of Asia by the Japanese in leading 
history’s greatest and most successful coali-
tion in the name of freedom. 

While Roosevelt and Churchill were hesi-
tant to partner with Soviet leader Josef Sta-
lin and shortsightedly criticized for doing so, 
they pragmatically understood the war 
against Hitler could not be won without as-
sisting the communists. 

Roosevelt an icon? How else to describe a 
president so popular and successful he was 
elected to four terms as president? 

We suspect that many of the Indiana vot-
ers represented by Souder were helped to no 
small degree by the policies that Roosevelt 
engineered until his death in 1945. Many of 
them still are beneficiaries of Roosevelt’s 
work. 

Reagan deserves an important place in his-
tory. And he has won recognition for his 
achievements in many ways. Ronald Reagan 
National Airport and the building that 
houses the Justice Department are named 
for the former president, as well as countless 
schools, streets, roads and bridges across 
America. 

We respect the conservatism that Reagan 
personifies and the conservative values that 
Souder desires so passionately to honor. But 
removing Roosevelt from the dime is an il-
logical and disrespectful way to do so. 

Roosevelt and Reagan both were great men 
and leaders. Few rise to the office of the 
president without the extraordinary quali-
ties that both possessed. 

We would urge Souder and his colleagues 
to find a less partisan and emotionally 
charged way to honor the accomplishments 
of Ronald Reagan. He deserves better than 
the outlandish scheme that Souder and his 
co-sponsors of the bill offer.

Mr. Speaker, FDR was a true liberal. 
He was a believer in dynamic and effi-
cient government. He was not afraid to 
use government to lift people out of 
poverty or to help our children, our 
seniors, our farmers, our veterans, the 
unemployed, or those who have been 
forgotten by society. 

In his second inaugural address, he 
said: ‘‘The test of our progress is not 
whether we add more to the abundance 
of those who have much; it is whether 
we provide enough for those who have 
too little.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to stand 
with my colleagues in honoring FDR. 
He was a wonderful President, and our 
Nation and our world is better for his 
service. 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

I have no further speakers at this 
time and I support the adoption of 
House Joint Resolution 87. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. I yield to 
the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding. 

I would like to, if I may, bring up a 
recollection. When I was a teenager, I 
had the opportunity to go to the little 
White House at Warms Spring, Geor-
gia, and there displayed is a copy of the 
undelivered address, now infamous un-
delivered speech, that Franklin Delano 
Roosevelt was to give on the following 
day, April 13, by radio, Thomas Jeffer-
son’s birthday. 

Remember, those were very difficult 
times. We were involved in the Second 
World War, and it was a very hard time 
for our country; but I will never forget 
writing that speech down, and I copied 
it verbatim on a tablet with pencil, the 
final words of that undelivered address. 
The final words, ‘‘Let us move forward, 
with strong and active faith,’’ and I 
think those words would be well-embla-
zoned on what we say and what we do 
today. He added that the only limit to 
our realization of tomorrow will be our 
doubts of today. Let us move forward 
with strong and active faith. 

So let us take a page not just from 
his life but take a page from that unde-
livered address, apply it to the chal-
lenges, and we have challenges of 
today, and move forward with strong 
and active faith. 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from 
Missouri (Mr. SKELTON) for his elo-
quent recollections.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I strongly sup-
port H.J. Res. 87, which commemorates the 
contributions of President Franklin Delano 
Roosevelt on the anniversary of his birth. 

As this legislation so eloquently states, 
FDR’s leadership ‘‘was instrumental in extend-
ing freedom and democracy around the globe, 
and uniting the world confronted by tyranny 
and aggression.’’

Furthermore, he led the United States out of 
the Great Depression by initiating programs 
that provided employment and social services 
to the millions of people whose hopes had 
been dashed by joblessness and severe eco-
nomic conditions nationwide. 

Mr. Speaker, I have a particular connection 
to FDR’s legacy: As a young man living in 
war-torn Europe, I wrote an essay about his 
economic policies that helped secure a schol-
arship to the University of Washington. I went 
on to earn a Ph.D. in economics and to teach 
the subject at university level for 30 years. 
And when I later was honored with the oppor-
tunity to become a Member of Congress, I 
was able to join the House International Rela-
tions Committee to help build on the alliances 
that FDR forged, and—through co-founding 
and guiding the Congressional Human Rights 
Caucus—to further the principles for which 
President Roosevelt stood. 

That is why, Mr. Speaker, I raised my voice 
in protest to a preposterous proposal late last 
year to replace the portrait of Franklin Delano 
Roosevelt on the U.S. dime with a picture of 
Ronald Reagan. We can’t let partisan politics 
simply wipe out national awareness of one of 
our greatest presidents. Our Nation and the 
world gained so much from the work of this 
one extraordinary man. 

This spring, the National World War II Me-
morial will open on the Washington Mall. 
Along with the unique and moving memorial to 
FDR nearby—a thought-provoking collection of 
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sculptures and plaques, fountains and plant-
ings, bordered by the Potomac and the placid 
Tidal Basin—the new monument will serve to 
remind Americans and visitors from around 
the globe of the accomplishments of this leg-
endary leader. 

I am proud to contribute now to a congres-
sional statement affirming our appreciation for 
the life and legacy of Franklin Delano Roo-
sevelt, and I urge all of our colleagues to sup-
port H.J. Res. 87.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
support of the resolution honoring the life and 
legacy of the 32nd President of the United 
States, Franklin Delano Roosevelt. Unlikely to 
ever happen again, Franklin Delano Roosevelt 
was elected to the Presidency for four terms. 
Despite the health challenges of polio, his en-
ergy, wisdom, talent, and compassion for the 
common man lifted our country from the Great 
Depression and led our military against the 
Axis Powers of World War II. 

Following the example of his cousin Presi-
dent Theodore Roosevelt, Roosevelt chose a 
political-life in service to the public. In 1910, 
he first entered politics as a State Senator in 
New York. He went on to serve as Assistant 
Secretary of the Navy, a Vice-Presidential 
candidate to James Cox, and then Governor 
of New York. It was during his governorship 
that he realized his political career could con-
tinue, even with polio. During 1932, with mil-
lion unemployed, most banks closed, and a 
world questioning the realities of capitalism, 
Roosevelt was elected to his first term as 
President. His determination to resolve dev-
astating economic problems led him to call a 
Special Session of Congress during the first 
100 days of his Presidency. Under his leader-
ship, Congress took up emergency legislation 
to end the banking crisis and worked towards 
improving economic problems. Over the next 5 
years, Congress passed New Deal legislation. 
As a country facing large unemployment num-
bers, this President took bold steps through 
the Civil Works Administration and the Work 
Projects Administration to get Americans back 
to work. Furthermore, these programs led to 
the improvement of roads and the construction 
of new schools and libraries. Financial reforms 
were enacted to prevent future economic col-
lapses. Programs, such as Social Security and 
unemployment insurance, were created to en-
sure that all Americans had enough money to 
survive in times of need. The Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938 brought a minimum 
wage that guaranteed workers a wage that 
would keep workers out of poverty. His leader-
ship provided our country with a new way of 
thinking that gave all citizens basic financial 
and economic stability. Later, as Hitler’s ar-
mies marched through Europe and after the 
bombing of Pearl Harbor, FDR led our country 
into World War II. As commander-in-chief for 
most of the war, he was largely responsible 
for the victory of United States and Allied pow-
ers. 

The accomplishments of Franklin Delano 
Roosevelt should be remembered by this Con-
gress. His leadership gave hope to many who 
faced several years of economic hardships. 
Legislation passed during his Presidency al-
lowed citizens to regain confidence in the na-
tional financial infrastructure. His New Deal 
programs, still leading political issues today, 
were significant in finding people new jobs and 
economic security. As commander-in-chief he 
successfully led our Nation into victory in 

World War II. Historians continue to rank him 
with Washington and Lincoln as one the top 
three President. Mr. Speaker, I ask all of my 
colleagues to support this resolution and this 
distinguished leader.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am de-
lighted to rise in support of H.J. Res. 87, a 
timely resolution that expresses Congress’s 
admiration and respect for the 20th century’s 
greatest American leader. 

Franklin Delano Roosevelt started his polit-
ical career in New York State by working vig-
orously for reform movements that would re-
define the role of government, and he never 
stopped. The programs that epitomized the 
New Deal, had their genesis in Albany. As 
governor, Roosevelt implemented many of the 
innovative, progressive policies he would later 
introduce to the Nation as President. He ex-
panded state assistance to social services and 
state agencies and eased the hardships on 
New York’s agricultural industry by encour-
aging tax cuts for small farmers. Upon the 
onset of the Great Depression, he authorized 
the New York State Unemployment Relief Act 
and the Temporary Emergency Relief Admin-
istration. 

In 1928, Roosevelt won the Democratic 
nomination for Governor at the Naval Armory 
in my home city of Rochester, New York. 
While serving as Governor, his successes ele-
vated him to national prominence, and in 
1932, he was elected President of the United 
States for the first of an unprecedented—and 
never to be repeated—four terms in office. 

In 1932, the Nation was plunged into the 
Great Depression that affected every Amer-
ican. Businesses failed; soup kitchens were 
set up to feed the longer and longer lines of 
the unemployed. Banks failed, mortgages 
were foreclosed and the Nation was filled with 
fear and despair. Roosevelt began the most 
comprehensive and innovative programs to 
put Americans back to work in our history. The 
Public Works Administration alone funded over 
34,000 projects that put people to work build-
ing airports, highways, hospitals, schools, and 
universities. 

His Works Progress Administration (WPA) 
hired artists to enhance the projects and many 
of our most beautiful public buildings today 
were the work of the WPA. These publicly 
funded arts initiatives put famous artists such 
as Jackson Pollack, Milton Avery, and Stuart 
Davis to work. As an interesting side note, the 
red, white, and blue WPA logo remained on 
theater playbills and its initials were said to 
mean ‘‘Work Pays America.’’ We cannot forget 
the Civilian Conservation Corps which built na-
tional forests and did remedial work to restore 
and protect the land. 

Banking legislation protected deposits, and 
Social Security ensured that the elderly would 
not be destitute. The Tennessee Valley Au-
thority brought electricity to parts of the coun-
try for the first time. Veterans returning home 
were given free education under the GI bill 
and bought homes with the VA low-rate mort-
gages. The middle class that emerged as a 
result of the policies of the Roosevelt adminis-
tration has been the key to American eco-
nomic stability, success, and innovation. 

He understood the desire of able bodied 
and able minded Americans to work and cre-
ated jobs. He led America out of an economic 
depression not merely by giving government 
handouts, but by creating jobs. 

President Roosevelt showed his natural and 
inspiring leadership throughout World War II. 

When the nations of Europe began falling to 
the Nazis, one by one, the United States was 
hardly a military superpower. If anything, we 
were poorly prepared and equipped. In 1939, 
the U.S. Army had barely entered the new 
century; we still had cavalry troops. In record 
time, the innovative partnership Franklin Roo-
sevelt established between government and 
private enterprise enabled American industry 
to provide the U.S. military with a fleet of 
300,000 planes, 100,000 tanks, and 87,000 
warships to contribute in record time to the Al-
lied cause. When the war effort outgrew all 
available space in Washington, Roosevelt’s 
Department of Defense built the Pentagon in 
a scant 16 months. Roosevelt’s creative, vi-
sionary leadership enabled the Allies to mar-
shal the resources, troops and equipment to 
defeat the Nazis and free most of Europe from 
their domination. 

Franklin Roosevelt embraced the unique ca-
pabilities of very individual and worked tire-
lessly to ensure that all Americans would be 
able to earn a living and build this great Na-
tion. As a result of initiatives like the PWA, the 
WPA, and the CCC, the unemployed got jobs, 
people were able to support their families, and 
this Nation was able to grow and prosper. I 
hope that, as public servants, my colleagues 
will join me in following in his example by sup-
porting honest policies that work to better the 
lives of American people. 

Franklin Roosevelt had great regard for pub-
lic service, and served with a sense of respon-
sibility and honor. His respect for the Amer-
ican people and the value he placed on their 
well-being and security drove everything he 
did. President Roosevelt came to embody 
strength, hope and resolve during some of the 
most difficult days in our Nation’s history. 
From the economic distress of the Great De-
pression to the horrifying attack on Pearl Har-
bor that caused the Nation to enter World War 
II, Roosevelt’s steadfast leadership ignited an 
economic engine and calmed a frightened na-
tion. 

The legacy of his policies will certainly out-
last my lifetime and will continue to benefit my 
children and grandchildren for years to come. 
We owe home an unpayable debt of gratitude. 

Only those closest to him realized that he 
couldn’t walk unaided. As former Governor of 
New York, Mario Cuomo said ‘‘Franklin Roo-
sevelt lifted himself from his wheelchair to lift 
this nation from its knees.’’

Franklin Delano Roosevelt left us with some 
of the most memorable quotations of the cen-
tury. He told us that, ‘‘We have nothing to fear 
but fear itself.’’ He offered ‘‘a new deal’’ to the 
Nation, and so perfectly encapsulated the 
American spirit by saying we would rather ‘‘die 
on our feet than live on our knees.’’ Of all his 
many wise and eloquent pronouncements, 
however, I would leave you with this one:

The test of our progress is not whether we 
add more to the abundance of those who 
have much; it is whether we provide enough 
for those who have too little.

I am honored to rise today to celebrate the 
extraordinary life and contributions of Franklin 
Delano Roosevelt.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I support the adoption of 
House Joint Resolution 87 that honors 
President Franklin Delano Roosevelt, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

GILCHREST). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentlewoman from 
Michigan (Mrs. MILLER) that the House 
suspend the rules and agree to the joint 
resolution, H.J. Res. 87. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of 
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

f 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until ap-
proximately 6:30 p.m. today. 

Accordingly (at 3 o’clock and 8 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess 
until approximately 6:30 p.m. today.

f 

b 1830

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. KLINE) at 6 o’clock and 30 
minutes p.m. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings 
will resume on motions to suspend the 
rules previously postponed. Votes will 
be taken in the following order: 

H. Res. 551, by the yeas and nays; 
H.R. 3733, by the yeas and nays; and 
H. Res. 433, by the yeas and nays. 
Proceedings on H.J. Res. 87 will re-

sume tomorrow. 
The first and third electronic votes 

will be conducted as 15-minute votes. 
The second vote in this series will be a 
5-minute vote. 

f 

THANKING C–SPAN FOR ITS SERV-
ICE ON 25TH ANNIVERSARY OF 
ITS FIRST COVERAGE OF PRO-
CEEDINGS OF HOUSE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and agreeing to the 
resolution, H. Res. 551. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. NEY) 
that the House suspend the rules and 
agree to the resolution, H. Res. 551, on 
which the yeas and nays are ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 392, nays 0, 
not voting 41, as follows:

[Roll No. 58] 

YEAS—392

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Ballance 
Ballenger 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bell 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burns 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carson (IN) 
Carson (OK) 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole 
Collins 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 

Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley (CA) 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Goss 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Grijalva 
Gutknecht 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 

Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Lynch 
Majette 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Menendez 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Nethercutt 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Ose 
Otter 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 

Pickering 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 

Saxton 
Schiff 
Schrock 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 

Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner (OH) 
Turner (TX) 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Vitter 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 

NOT VOTING—41

Beauprez 
Becerra 
Bishop (UT) 
Burr 
Crane 
Davis (IL) 
DeMint 
Deutsch 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Everett 
Fattah 
Gephardt 
Gutierrez 

Hall 
Israel 
Istook 
Kirk 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Larsen (WA) 
Lipinski 
Maloney 
Meeks (NY) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Platts 
Rahall 

Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sandlin 
Schakowsky 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Smith (WA) 
Stearns 
Tauzin 
Toomey 
Wexler 
Wicker 
Young (FL)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

KLINE) (during the vote). There are 2 
minutes remaining in this vote. 

b 1854 
So (two-thirds having voted in favor 

thereof) the rules were suspended and 
the resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table.

Stated for:
Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 

58 I was unavoidably detained. Had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘yea.’’

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 
58 I was unavoidably detained. Had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘yea.’’

f 

MYRON V. GEORGE POST OFFICE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill, 
H.R. 3733. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentlewoman from Michigan (Mrs. 
MILLER) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3733, on 
which the yeas and nays are ordered. 

This is a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 394, nays 0, 
not voting 39, as follows:
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[Roll No. 59] 

YEAS—394

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Ballance 
Ballenger 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bell 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burns 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carson (IN) 
Carson (OK) 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole 
Collins 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 

Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley (CA) 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Goss 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Grijalva 
Gutknecht 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 

Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Lynch 
Majette 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Menendez 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Nethercutt 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Ose 
Otter 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 

Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Putnam 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Sandlin 

Saxton 
Schiff 
Schrock 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 

Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner (OH) 
Turner (TX) 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Vitter 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 

NOT VOTING—39

Beauprez 
Becerra 
Bishop (UT) 
Burr 
Crane 
Davis (IL) 
DeMint 
Emanuel 
Everett 
Fattah 
Gephardt 
Gutierrez 
Hall 

Israel 
Istook 
Kilpatrick 
Kirk 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Larsen (WA) 
Lipinski 
Maloney 
Marshall 
Meeks (NY) 
Oberstar 
Obey 

Pryce (OH) 
Rahall 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Schakowsky 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Smith (WA) 
Strickland 
Tauzin 
Toomey 
Wexler 
Young (FL)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing in this vote.

b 1901 

So (two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof), the rules were suspended and 
the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table.

f 

HONORING THE LIFE AND LEGACY 
OF LUIS A. FERRÉ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KLINE). The pending business is the 
question of suspending the rules and 
agreeing to the resolution, H. Res. 433. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentlewoman from Michigan (Mrs. 
MILLER) that the House suspend the 
rules and agree to the resolution, H. 
Res. 433, on which the yeas and nays 
are ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 398, nays 0, 
not voting 35, as follows:

[Roll No. 60] 

YEAS—398

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Ballance 
Ballenger 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bell 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burns 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carson (IN) 
Carson (OK) 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole 
Collins 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Deutsch 

Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley (CA) 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Goss 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Grijalva 
Gutknecht 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 

Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Lynch 
Majette 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Menendez 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Nethercutt 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Ose 
Otter 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
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Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 

Sandlin 
Saxton 
Schiff 
Schrock 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 

Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Toomey 
Towns 
Turner (OH) 
Turner (TX) 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Vitter 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 

NOT VOTING—35

Beauprez 
Becerra 
Bishop (UT) 
Burr 
Cox 
Crane 
Davis (IL) 
DeMint 
Emanuel 
Everett 
Fattah 
Gephardt 

Gutierrez 
Hall 
Israel 
Istook 
Kirk 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Larsen (WA) 
Lipinski 
Maloney 
Meeks (NY) 
Oberstar 

Obey 
Rahall 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Schakowsky 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Smith (WA) 
Tauzin 
Wexler 
Young (FL)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KLINE) (during the vote). Members are 
advised that 2 minutes remain in this 
vote. 

b 1918 

So (two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 
the resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, due to a family 
emergency, I missed rollcall votes 58, 59, and 
60. Had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘yea’’ on each measure.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. Speaker, I was absent 
during rollcall votes 58, 59, and 60. Had I 
been present, I would have voted ‘‘yea’’ on 
each of those votes.

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Ms. CARSON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, on March 10 during the vote on the 
Personal Responsibility in Food Con-
sumption Act, H.R. 339, I was present 
on the floor of the House of Represent-

atives. However, my vote was not reg-
istered due to, I guess, my mistake in 
terms of leaving my card in the ma-
chine from the previous vote. 

Had this malfunction not occurred, I 
would have voted ‘‘nay’’ on this vote, 
rollcall vote No. 54. 

f 

PRESCRIPTION DRUG BENEFIT 
FOR WOMEN 

(Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida asked and was given permission to 
address the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to speak 
as the vice chair of the Women’s Cau-
cus in this House. Women outlive men 
by 5.4 years. Unfortunately, women are 
also spending 18 percent more on our 
health care. Couple those statistics 
with the fact that the average woman 
in Medicare earns half the income of a 
man and we are facing a very serious 
problem; that is, affording pharma-
ceutical drug coverage. 

My colleagues and I responded to the 
problem and created a new voluntary 
prescription drug benefit in the Medi-
care bill which we passed last year. The 
millions of female seniors left widowed, 
or without a husband’s employer insur-
ance coverage, will now have a benefit 
that will save them almost 60 percent 
off prescription drugs, if they choose to 
enroll. 

Mr. Speaker, 167,000 elderly women 
live in the great State of Florida below 
the poverty level. That is more than 
two times the number of men in pov-
erty. I am proud to say that my col-
leagues on the Women’s Caucus and I 
finally did something to assist low-in-
come, elderly women who do not have 
insurance coverage. 

f 

EXTENDING SYMPATHY TO FAMI-
LIES OF VICTIMS OF TERRORISM 
INCIDENT IN SPAIN 

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, no American will ever forget 
the infamous day of 9/11. I rise today to 
offer our sympathies to the people of 
Spain and those who lost their lives on 
March 11, 2004. There is no greater 
tragedy than having this kind of reck-
less, random, and vicious attack on in-
nocent people. And so to those who 
have lost their lives, the families of 
those who have lost their lives, we 
mourn them. We mourn for them. We 
link arms in the collective effort in the 
war against terrorism. But we also 
stand to promote the concept of peace 
over war and life over death. We hope 
that we can join together under the 
collaborative effort of all of the world’s 
people to begin to stand against ter-
rorism but yet to address this question 
from a perspective of peace and peace 
enhancement and empowerment as op-
posed to war. 

Those people now have lost their 
lives, and their legacy should be not 
continued tragedy and terrorism but a 
continued effort to work across the 
lines that are regional, national, and 
international to promote peace, to-
gether, one and for all.

f 

INTRODUCTION OF NO SCHOOL 
LEFT BEHIND ACT OF 2004 

(Mr. BALLANCE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. BALLANCE. Mr. Speaker, earlier 
today in rural Edgecombe County in 
the community of Battleboro, we an-
nounced that we would file a bill to-
night called ROLE Model Initiative, 
Respecting Our Leaders in Education. 
The event was held at Phillips Middle 
School in Battleboro where we had 
more than four dozen education profes-
sionals, parents, teachers and students 
representing rural North Carolina. This 
bill is being introduced so that we can 
have our local systems get funding, be-
cause we have mandated that they fol-
low the IDEA Act and the No Child 
Left Behind Act and we have not pro-
vided the funds for these acts. One 
speaker today described these two acts, 
Individuals With Disabilities Edu-
cation and No Child Left Behind, as 
trains on the same track headed to-
ward one another, bound to collide. We 
want to have a moratorium so the 
States can opt out of the penalty phase 
of No Child Left Behind until we fund 
IDEA. 

f 

PRESIDENT VISITS OHIO IN MIDST 
OF JOB LOSS 

(Mr. BROWN of Ohio asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
President Bush came to Cleveland near 
my district last week to try to defend 
his economic policies. This is a Presi-
dent who will be the first President 
since Herbert Hoover who has seen a 
net loss of jobs during his term. Ohio 
has lost 3 million jobs since George 
Bush raised his right hand on January 
20, 2001. He has lost 2,000 jobs a week, 
260 jobs every single day that he has 
been President. His response always to 
bad economic news is more tax cuts for 
the most privileged, trickle-down eco-
nomics, hoping something will trickle 
down to the middle class and more 
trade agreements like NAFTA that 
ship jobs overseas. 

Tax cuts for the wealthy are not 
working. Overseas trade agreements 
like China and PNTR and CAFTA and 
NAFTA and all the things that he is 
trying to do, those are not working, ei-
ther. We need an economic policy that 
puts working families first. That 
means job creation. That means those 
300,000 Ohioans who have lost jobs can 
be put back to work. 
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SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 2003, and under a previous order 
of the House, the following Members 
will be recognized for 5 minutes each. 

f 

ASSAULT WEAPONS BAN 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. MCCAR-
THY) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, this past weekend Deputy 
Jason Scott of Tennessee was killed by 
a 16-year-old barricaded in his home 
with semiautomatic weapons with 30-
round magazines. This must stop. One 
in five law enforcement officers slain 
in the line of duty is killed with an as-
sault weapon. Our Nation’s police offi-
cers have worked hard to keep assault 
weapons off our streets. That is why 
Congress must revisit the assault 
weapons ban without attaching special 
interest handouts. Otherwise, assault 
weapons will be back on our streets 
September 14. That is in 181 days. That 
is good news for terrorists, cop killers, 
drug dealers and the terrorists that 
live among us here in our country. Un-
fortunately, it is bad news for Amer-
ica’s families and police officers. 

Since I took the floor a week ago to-
night, over 400 Americans have died in 
this country from gun violence. But in-
stead of the sense of urgency that we 
should do something about it, the 
House has stood idly by. Some seem 
content to let the assault weapons ban 
expire on September 13. The ban has 
kept us safer for the last 10 years. It 
has also respected the rights of gun 
owners, protecting the hunting rifles, 
shotguns and pistols favored by law-
abiding citizens. Only criminals have 
been kept from their gun of choice. 
This explains why 66 percent of gun 
owners support renewing the ban. The 
American people support it by even 
more numbers. 

Once again our Nation’s law enforce-
ment officers are leading the fight to 
keep assault weapons off our streets. 
Before the ban, assault weapons were 
only 1 percent of privately owned guns 
but nearly 9 percent of all guns used in 
crimes. Following the ban’s enactment, 
there were 18 percent fewer assault 
weapons traced to crime. This is a bill 
that has worked. It has some flaws in it 
and that is why I had introduced a bill 
that would close those loopholes. We 
know that the gun manufacturers have 
taken the guns that have been banned, 
and we know that they have made 
copycats. Those of you that remember 
the killings that happened here in D.C. 
with the D.C. sniper, that is a copycat. 

Why do we need these particular guns 
on the street? I promise that I will 
never do anything to take away the 
right of someone to own a gun, but to 
have assault weapons back on the 
streets is totally insane and it is in-
sane. The American people feel that 

they cannot do anything. Well, they 
can.

b 1930 

They can write to their Congressmen, 
their Senators, certainly the House 
Speaker and the President. The Presi-
dent of the United States has said that 
if he has a bill on the desk, he will sign 
that bill. I am begging the American 
people to use their right to be able to 
talk to their Congressman or their 
Senator. Let us hear their voices. Oth-
erwise, in 181 days we will have assault 
weapons back on the street. 

We do not even have the time to talk 
about the health care system and how 
much it costs from gun violence in this 
country. It is over $4 billion a year, and 
the American taxpayer pays for half of 
that, mainly because those that are in-
jured lose their insurance halfway 
through their treatment; and, believe 
me, I know this from experience. 

People keep saying they have no 
voice in the government. They can 
have a voice. They can have their 
words be heard by those who represent 
them here in the House. All I am ask-
ing is that we are allowed to bring up 
the Assault Weapons Ban here on the 
House floor and have a vote. Have a 
vote. But right now we are told that 
the bill will not be brought up. It is 
going to be allowed to just die. 

Ten years ago before I ever came to 
Congress, I came down here to lobby 
the people that worked here, to tell 
them the story and why assault weap-
ons should not be on the streets. Colin 
Ferguson of the Long Island railroad 
shooting had 15 bullets in his clips. He 
was able to get two rounds off, 30 bul-
lets, and each one of those bullets 
found a mark in a victim. And now we 
are going to allow the large-capacity 
clips back on the streets again? This is 
basically what our men and women are 
using in war in Iraq. 

Please let your voices be heard. 
f 

AIR DOMINANCE AND TRANS-
FORMATION NEED F/A–22 AND 
JSF 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BONNER). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentlewoman from Texas 
(Ms. GRANGER) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Speaker, the 
events of September 11, 2001, and the 
global war on terrorism have shown 
that our military must continue to 
transform to meet the challenges of 
the 21st century. 

Thirty years ago, it was difficult to 
predict the nature of the war we are 
fighting today, to defend freedom and 
defeat terrorism. This proves that we 
must continue to develop the most ad-
vanced weapons to ensure America’s 
military dominance in the future. 

Our Nation’s defense is envied by 
every country in the world. We have 
built our air, land, and sea fleet with 
the most advanced technology avail-
able. That technology, perfected over 

decades, ensures the safety of our 
armed servicemen and servicewomen. 
In 10 to 20 years, we must be able to 
say the same thing. 

We are in the process of transforming 
our military into more agile, adaptive, 
accurate, and adaptable units of war 
power. The army is shifting its re-
sources to become lighter, more tar-
geted, and quicker in its response time. 
The Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force 
are developing the next generation of 
weapons systems that will continue 
our air and sea dominance. 

I support these efforts to move to-
ward the transformation of our mili-
tary. September 11 changed the way 
wars are fought. We are fighting en-
emies hiding in school buses, often-
times located 2 feet from schools. 
These unconventional fighters are 
lurking in the homes of innocent men 
and women hoping our military will 
not want to attack citizens. In some 
cases, our targets are 10 feet from our 
own military bases. Pinpoint accuracy 
is crucial to preserving the lives of in-
nocent men, women, and children. 

Today I want to focus on two impor-
tant examples of transformation: the 
Joint Strike Fighter and the F/A–22 
Raptor. The Joint Strike Fighter and 
the F/A–22 Raptor are essential to 
transforming our military to meet the 
challenges of air dominance of the 21st 
century. As America’s new generation 
of fighter aircraft, these tactical fight-
ers will guarantee air superiority and 
air dominance for decades to come. 

The F/A–22 is the state-of-the-art 
next-generation fighter aircraft. 
Undetectable on enemy radar, the F–22 
carries a larger weapons load and in-
creased missile range, and it is faster 
and more maneuverable than its prede-
cessor, the F–15. 

The Joint Strike Fighter will be the 
prime 21st century multi-role fighter 
for the U.S. Air Force, Navy, and Ma-
rine Corps. The basic Joint Strike 
Fighter design, with a few modifica-
tions to meet each service’s needs, will 
be used for all three services. The Joint 
Strike Fighter will have the best next-
generation avionics, weapons systems, 
and stealth capacities. 

We can no longer rely on weapons 
and aircraft developed in the 1960s and 
1970s to shield us from enemy fire, nor 
should we settle on using less than su-
perior equipment to guide specific 
strikes against evil in all parts of the 
globe. Our land, sea, and air fleet must 
be equipped for new kinds of warfare. 
They must be capable of moving to-
gether as we head into the 21st cen-
tury. 

Mr. Speaker, we owe it to our men 
and women in uniform to give them the 
very best equipment as soon as pos-
sible. 
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REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-

VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H. RES. 557, RELATING TO THE 
LIBERATION OF THE IRAQI PEO-
PLE AND THE VALIANT SERVICE 
OF THE UNITED STATES ARMED 
FORCES AND COALITION FORCES 

Mr. DREIER, from the Committee on 
Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 108–438) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 561) providing for consideration of 
the resolution (H. Res. 557) relating to 
the liberation of the Iraqi people and 
the valiant service of the United States 
Armed Forces and Coalition forces, 
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed.

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. DEFAZIO addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f 

EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER 
TIME 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take the 
Special Order time of the gentleman 
from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
f 

THE REPUBLICAN MEDICARE BILL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, if 
the Republican Medicare bill is so 
good, why do they have to sell it so 
hard? That is a question I have been 
asking myself lately. I bet it is a ques-
tion the American people are starting 
to ask too. 

When AARP boss Bill Novelli came 
out for the Bush Medicare privatiza-
tion bill last year, he launched a $7 
million ad campaign to convince sen-
iors he had made the right decision. 
America’s seniors knew better, and 
45,000 AARP members quit in protest. 

Rather than learn from AARP’s mis-
take, the President is repeating that 
same mission, this time at taxpayers’ 
expense. The Bush administration is 
spending almost $14 million on a na-
tionwide taxpayer-financed TV adver-
tising campaign, the goal of which is to 
‘‘educate’’ seniors on why the new 
Medicare drug law is not as bad as it 
appears. Interestingly in this election 
year, he is running those ads at tax-
payers’ expense even though the Medi-
care bill does not take effect for 2 more 
years. 

The Bush administration’s Medicare 
ads were suspect from the start. With 
the slick look of a campaign spot, they 
assure seniors that the bill guarantees 
the same Medicare, the same benefits. 

It is not the same Medicare. They 
would not be spending the money and 
trying so hard to convince us if it were 
the same Medicare. It is not the same 
Medicare. All seniors will pay higher 
deductibles. Millions of seniors will 
pay higher premiums. 

And in terms of more benefits, the 
new coverage is not even available 
until 2006. It is far from free, and it is 
actually less generous than the em-
ployer-sponsored retiree coverage 
many seniors have today. In fact, by 
jeopardizing these employer-sponsored 
benefits that some 12 million seniors 
have today, the new Medicare law is 
likely to leave millions of those seniors 
with less coverage than they have 
today. 

‘‘The same Medicare, more benefits.’’ 
It is a catchy soundbite. The Govern-
ment Accounting Office, the non-
partisan Government Accounting Of-
fice, also said it is false advertising. In 
the people’s name with their tax dol-
lars. They said it was false advertising. 
Now newspapers tell us that the Bush 
administration is not just manipu-
lating the news; they are inventing it. 
The administration is using the peo-
ple’s tax dollars literally to hire actors 
to portray reporters in staged ‘‘inter-
views’’ that look more like the Home 
Shopping Network than they do legiti-
mate news, and they do a public dis-
course. 

Even the conservative editors at The 
Plain Dealer, the largest paper in my 
State in Cleveland, called those ads 
phony. And that is just the beginning. 
News reports, real news stories written 
by real reporters say the $13 million ad 
campaign, the infomercial-like inter-
views are just the tip of the iceberg. 
The administration is reportedly plan-
ning to spend another 80 million of the 
people’s tax dollars to push the Medi-
care bill which is now law. The drug 
companies, close allies of President 
Bush and the Republican leadership in 
Congress, the word on the street is that 
the drug companies are going to con-
tribute $100 million to President Bush’s 
reelection. No surprise that the drug 
companies came into this institution 
and wrote that language and wrote 
that Medicare law, the parts that the 
insurance industry did not write in the 
Medicare law. Those drug companies 
are also partners in the marketing 
plan. Drug giant Pfizer recently 
launched a traveling road show to talk 
up the law’s new coverage. A less cred-
ible champion for drug affordability 
would be hard to find, Mr. Speaker, less 
credible than Pfizer. After all, it is the 
same company, Pfizer, that cut off sup-
plies to Canadian pharmacies when my 
constituents are trying to buy drugs in 
Canada because they are so much less 
expensive. The same drug, same pack-
aging, same dosage, just much less ex-
pensive. By the way, Pfizer’s pitchman 
is former U.S. Republican Senator Bob 
Dole, the same Bob Dole who voted 
against Medicare in 1965, its creation, 
who was still bragging about his ‘‘no’’ 
vote 30 years later. 

There is even more to this story. 
Last year Medicare’s chief actuary, a 
government employee, the man respon-
sible for actually drawing an honest 
fiscal picture to tell the Congress and 
to tell the American people, said the 
Bush plan would cost well over $500 bil-
lion rather than the President’s prom-
ise and Republican leadership’s prom-
ise that it costs $400 billion. After the 
bill was enacted, the administration re-
leased a revised estimate, surprise, and 
said actually it will cost about $530 bil-
lion. 

The Medicare actuary, a Federal em-
ployee, was forbidden by his boss, a 
Federal employee, a Bush political ap-
pointee, who is now, interestingly 
enough, a drug industry lobbyist, that 
Medicare actuary was prevented from 
releasing the plan’s true cost under the 
threat that he would be fired if he 
talked to the American people about 
the real cost, if he talked to Congress 
about the real cost. When he was 
threatened, he was threatened with the 
loss of his job by a Bush political ap-
pointee who is now a drug company 
lobbyist. 

These actions, Mr. Speaker, by the 
Bush administration and its drug com-
pany allies raise serious questions of 
judgment and serious questions of con-
duct by those elected officials and ap-
pointed officials, by the President, by 
the head of the Center for Medicaid and 
Medicare Services, now a drug com-
pany lobbyist. I hope these questions 
will receive careful scrutiny. And still 
they raise the basic question: If the Re-
publican Medicare bill is so good, why 
do they have to sell it so hard using 80 
million taxpayer dollars?

f 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. MUR-
PHY) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. MURPHY addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent to take my 
Special Order at this time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 
f 

AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Tennessee (Mrs. 
BLACKBURN) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, last 
week there was a quote attributed to 
JOHN KERRY, the Democratic nominee 
for President, who said ‘‘I’ve met for-
eign leaders who can’t go out and say 
this publicly, but, boy, they look at 
you and say, ‘You got to win this; you 
got to beat this guy; we need a new pol-
icy,’ things like that.’’ He has not de-
nied the statement. 
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Quite frankly, whether the statement 

is accurate or not, and I do not believe 
it to be accurate, America’s foreign 
policy decisions are not designed to 
win popularity contests. They are de-
signed to protect and defend America, 
her citizens, and her allies. 

In the days since September 11, there 
have been those who actually seem to 
believe that if we had been more under-
standing of extremist regimes and ter-
rorists that perhaps they would have 
left us alone. There is a troubling trend 
in this campaign season. It has become 
almost formulaic, and we are hearing it 
from everybody, from the Democratic 
Presidential candidates on down. Criti-
cize the President, criticize our foreign 
policy, criticize our country, criticize 
what we offer, and do it as loudly and 
as often as they can. 

The alternative to President Bush’s 
bold, tough foreign policy that puts 
terrorists and rogue regimes on the run 
is one that relies on the international 
community to take collective action. 
We have been there. We spent 12 years 
letting the U.N. throw paper at Sad-
dam Hussein while Saddam’s military 
launched missiles at our pilots, at 
American pilots enforcing the U.N. no-
fly zones over Iraq. For 12 years the 
U.N. turned a blind eye while such as 
France allowed its citizens to profit 
from the Iraq Oil for Food or, as some 
call it, the Oil for Palaces Program. 

International consensus, multilat-
eralism? These are terms the policy 
wonks and the intellectual elites love 
to use. They are terms that sound 
great on paper, but an unyielding dedi-
cation to them has proven disastrous 
in the real world. Multilateralism and 
collective action are terms that we in 
the real world know to mean that 
America should stop leading and let 
the status quo remain. Those who prof-
ited from a status quo that allowed 
Saddam to remain in power, that al-
lowed terrorists to grow and flourish in 
Afghanistan do not want us to act.

b 1945 

Nations that have neither the will 
nor the military capability to take on 
terrorism on a truly global scale 
should not criticize those that do. 

It was 3,000 Americans, our buildings, 
our Pentagon that were targeted on 
September 11, and those responsible 
needed to know that we were going to 
do more than lob a few missiles. We 
have taken steps to reshape the world 
for the better, and whether this pleases 
the French is irrelevant. We alone have 
the capability and the responsibility to 
stamp out terrorism, and it is to Presi-
dent Bush’s credit that he was not de-
terred by apologists for terrorists and 
Saddam. 

Should America make a turn back-
ward, back to the days when 
multilateralism and collective action 
were more important than promoting 
freedom and targeting terrorism, when 
we relied on the U.N. to slap dictators 
on the wrist and sit idly by as Afghani-
stan became a giant terrorist training 

camp? If we take that step back, then 
we are signifying our weakness. 

The debate is very clear: Do you pre-
fer that we act preemptively to prevent 
another September 11? Do you believe 
swift, decisive action in lands breeding 
terrorism is preferable to emergency 
response on the streets of our cities in 
the aftermath of an attack? Do you 
want American foreign policy dictated 
by your elected leaders or those in Eu-
rope? 

I think the answer to this is clear. 
We all know the answer to this and, 
certainly, when we read polls like this 
one from the Iraqi people who say their 
life is better today than it was a year 
ago, we know the answer to that ques-
tion.

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BONNER). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. PALLONE) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

(Mr. PALLONE addressed the House 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take my 5 
minutes out of order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

f 

TAX CUTS DO NOT CREATE JOBS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. GREEN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise tonight to speak about the con-
tinual frustration that Americans feel 
when it comes to their jobs, or lack of 
jobs. 

The American people are getting 
mixed messages when it comes to the 
economy, and we have a responsibility 
to give it to them straight and put in 
place the measures that are going to 
help. 

The administration tells the Amer-
ican people that the economy is grow-
ing, and we hear today that a new sur-
vey shows that 28 percent of employers 
plan to add workers, but we have yet to 
see such strong growth. The Congres-
sional Budget Office estimates only 4.8 
percent of the gross domestic product 
growth in 2003, providing strong sug-
gestions that the growth touted by the 
administration is not sustainable. Not 
only is that growth not sustainable, 
the American people are not feeling 
the effects of it. 

My Republican colleagues will say, 
but the unemployment rate dropped in 
January. However, by stressing the un-
employment rate has dropped to 5.6 
percent, they fail to tell the rest of the 
story that paints the true picture of 
the job market in our country. Job 

growth is not following economic 
growth. Profits are up, but job creation 
is not. It is that simple. The working-
age population has increased by 2.4 per-
cent and needed an additional 4.7 mil-
lion jobs since March of 2001 just to 
support these new workers. Instead, 
jobs since then have decreased by 2.35 
million, creating a gap of 7 million jobs 
lost in the job market. 

There are not enough jobs to even 
sustain the growth in population, much 
less provide employment for all of our 
workers affected by plant closures, 
company downsizing, and the 
outsourcing. Each month, 125,000 addi-
tional Americans want to enter the 
workforce. These people are not to be 
confused with our currently unem-
ployed workers; rather, these are 
Americans who have graduated from 
high school or college. And, the 112,000 
jobs created in January do not even 
compensate enough for these new 
workers, much less help absorb the 2.35 
million Americans who have lost their 
jobs since this recession began. 

To make matters worse, the economy 
only created 21,000 jobs in February, 
and an additional 392,000 civilian work-
ers left the workforce last month. How-
ever, the Labor Department’s monthly 
unemployment statistics do not count 
that 392,000 unemployed workers. They 
do not count any of the 2.8 million 
Americans who constitute the ‘‘miss-
ing labor force,’’ or those who have 
given up looking for jobs or left the 
labor market all together. Sure, the 
unemployment rate can drop if we do 
not count those who have already left 
the labor force. But, if we include these 
workers into the unemployment statis-
tics, the country’s current unemploy-
ment rate jumps to 7.4 percent. 

And what have we done for those who 
have found themselves laid off or un-
employed? The administration cut 
taxes and said tax cuts will create 
306,000 jobs each month. Yet, in 8 
months, a total of only 294,000 jobs 
have been created, not the 2,448,000 
that this administration said tax cuts 
would create. Just a little short. 

If the Republican majority is not 
going to create jobs, they should at 
least help the country’s unemployed by 
extending unemployment benefits. 
Again this year, Congress left town be-
fore Christmas without providing un-
employed Americans with a 13-week 
temporary extension of their benefits. 
It is March now, and Congress still has 
failed to act on this important benefit 
to unemployed Americans. 

The need for extended unemployment 
benefits is real. This is the longest re-
cession without job recovery since the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics began col-
lecting data in 1939, since recovering 
from the Great Depression. This is the 
longest recession without job recovery. 
We do not need statistics to dem-
onstrate that need. To those of us who 
hear from and visit with our unem-
ployed constituents, it is equally clear. 

We continue to hear the hollow argu-
ment that our recent economic growth 
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mitigates the need for jobless benefits. 
There has not been job growth in our 
country. I would like to talk about a 
conversation I had with a constituent 
of mine. Let us call her Mrs. Crawford. 
Mrs. Crawford, single and 60 years old, 
was laid off quite some time ago. In 
January she joined the 80,000 Ameri-
cans who lose their unemployment ben-
efits each week. I asked Mrs. Crawford 
if the administration’s economic poli-
cies have helped her, and she told me 
that not only did she not receive any 
tax cuts that were supposed to stimu-
late the economy, the so-called eco-
nomic growth as a result of these tax 
cuts has not increased her job opportu-
nities. 

The administration will tell her that 
the economy is growing, and we do not 
need extension on jobless benefits, but 
they have conveniently left out the 
fact that the temporary extension was 
created to deal with the very economic 
conditions we face today. In fact, the 
program was created when unemploy-
ment stood at 5.7 percent and the coun-
try had lost 2 million jobs. Now, the 
unemployment rate is at 5.6 and the 
country has lost a net of 2.35 million 
jobs. And with 80,000 Americans losing 
their unemployment benefits each 
week with no jobs to go to, there is no 
doubt about the need for an extension. 

The Senate voted last month, 58 to 
39, to support an extension. Let us stop 
sending the American people these 
symbolic, yet mixed messages of sup-
port, and pass a clean bill extending 
unemployment benefits. If the major-
ity of this Congress is not going to talk 
straight on the economy, the least 
they can do is provide Americans with 
temporary relief.

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed 
the House. His remarks will appear 
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

f 

SUPPORTING BUSH ECONOMIC 
INITIATIVES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. NEUGEBAUER) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today in support of President 
Bush’s economic initiatives. As a 
former small businessman, I have 
watched closely as the President’s ini-
tiatives have improved the economy, 
even in the aftermath of September 11. 

Mr. Speaker, we are getting a lot of 
backlash from folks who say the econ-
omy is not doing well. Well, they are 
wrong. These are just a few of the posi-
tive headlines that are coming out of 
my district: ‘‘West Texas Housing 
Moves Up At Record Levels.’’ ‘‘State-
wide Confidence Index Predicts Econ-
omy is on the Upswing.’’ ‘‘Jobless Rate 

the Lowest in Almost 4 Years.’’ ‘‘The 
Economy is Doing Well.’’ 

When President Bush took office, the 
economy was headed into a recession. 
The stock market had just collapsed, 
the manufacturing industry was at an 
all-time low, and then the United 
States was hit with the events of 9–11, 
and then military campaigns on the 
war on terrorism. Now, durable goods 
shipments are up, factory orders are 
up, consumer spending is up. Today the 
housing ownership rate in America is 
the highest it has ever been in the his-
tory of this country. The President has 
shown, and I agree, when you put the 
money in the hands of the small busi-
ness people in America, they will cre-
ate jobs. Mr. Speaker, what the Presi-
dent knows and what I know is that 
the American people know how to 
spend their own money a lot better 
than the United States Congress does. 

In an article dated just a week ago in 
Odessa, Texas, saw sales tax revenues 
rise for the 15th straight month, and 
the entire Permian Basin showed 
strong gains and signs of improving. In 
Odessa, more and more people are em-
ployed and they are spending their 
money, which is strengthening the 
local economies. 

The Democrats are saying, we are 
not adding jobs to this economy. Well, 
the truth is, the economy has experi-
enced 6 consecutive months of job 
growth and has added 364,000 jobs over 
the last 6 months. There are nearly 3 
million more workers now than in 
early 2002. Basically, more Americans 
were working in January 2004 than at 
any other time in the history of this 
country. 

Democrats would have the American 
people believe that more and more peo-
ple are being laid off every day. Once 
again, they are wrong. The unemploy-
ment rate is down. Today’s rate, in 
fact, is below the average for the entire 
decades of the 1970s, the 1980s, and the 
1990s. Even when the Democrats ended 
a temporary extended unemployment 
benefits program in the 1990s, today’s 
unemployment rate is lower than it 
was at that time. 

The manufacturing arena, which has 
struggled for 37 months of decline, is 
reporting expanded employment for 
the fourth consecutive month. So that 
when Democrats complain that the in-
dustry is hemorrhaging, that is simply 
not true. Like former President 
Reagan, I believe fervently that the 
government should cut taxes and regu-
lations on small businesses, enabling 
them to do what they do best, and that 
is create jobs. 

Those in the House who oppose these 
values believe that the Federal Govern-
ment has an income problem. That is 
not true. The Federal Government has 
a spending problem. 

When my sons came home from col-
lege and said, Dad, I am out of money, 
can I have some more, the answer was, 
no, you will have to tighten your budg-
et and work with the money that your 
mother and I give you. What they 

know, what I know, and what my col-
leagues know is the way we cure defi-
cits is not with giving people more 
money; you encourage them to spend 
less money. And that is the way the 
Federal Government should act. 

I believe in tax cuts as a solution 
rather than a contributor to the defi-
cits. I credit President Bush’s tax cuts, 
which were pushed through Congress 
for an additional 21,000 new jobs just 
last month. 

I served for years in the land develop-
ment industry, and I watched the mar-
ket move up and down and back and 
forth, but more recently I have seen a 
huge surge in the housing market. 
More single family homes were pur-
chased in 2003 than any other year in 
the history of this country, and the 
homeownership rate in America is at 
an all-time high. President Bush’s ini-
tiatives to dismantle the barriers to 
homeownership include providing down 
payment assistance through the Amer-
ican Dream Down Payment Initiative, 
increasing the supply of affordable 
homes through the Single Family Af-
fordable Housing Tax Credit, and in-
creasing the support for the Self-Help 
Ownership and Opportunities Program, 
and increasing home-buying education 
and counseling. 

In June 2002, President Bush issued 
the American Homeowners Challenge 
to the real estate and mortgage finance 
industries to encourage them to join 
the effort to close the gap that exists 
between minorities and nonminorities. 
The President also announced the goal 
of increasing the number of minority 
homeownership by at least 5.5 million 
families before the end of the decade. 

Congress has a choice. It can con-
tinue to grow the economy and create 
jobs as the President’s policies are 
doing, or it can raise taxes on Amer-
ican families, hurting the economic re-
covery and any future job creation. 

I stand with small businessmen and 
women of America who say the Presi-
dent is absolutely right.

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. DREIER addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. BLUMENAUER addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. CUMMINGS addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Indiana (Ms. CARSON) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. CARSON of Indiana addressed 
the House. Her remarks will appear 
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. BEREUTER addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia 
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

(Ms. NORTON addressed the House. 
Her remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. HINCHEY) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. HINCHEY addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f 

HEALTH SAVINGS ACCOUNTS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Hampshire (Mr. 
BRADLEY) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BRADLEY of New Hampshire. 
Mr. Speaker, it is with great pleasure 
that I rise tonight to spend 5 minutes 
talking about health savings accounts. 
Clearly, much of the attention that our 
Nation has given to the medicare drug 
benefit has focused on the long overdue 
nature of the fact that we do need a 
drug benefit for senior citizens on 
medicare. For instance, Mr. Speaker, it 
is not acceptable that under medicare, 
expensive heart surgery is paid for, but 
the far cheaper prescription medica-
tions that will prevent senior citizens 
from having to have expensive heart 
surgery is not paid for.

b 2000 

And this is a long overdue reform. 
But a little noticed section of the 

Medicare drug benefit legislation deals 
with health savings accounts. 

Mr. Speaker, you may recall that in 
the past we have had medical savings 
accounts that individuals can use but 
they have been very flexible and dif-
ficult to use. And with this important 
legislation that now allows for health 
savings accounts along with House 
passed efforts for medical liability re-
form, as well as associated health 
plans, we are making attempts in the 
House to lower the cost of health insur-
ance and to improve accessibility. 

How do health savings accounts 
work? Well, first of all, individuals, 
their family members, or their employ-

ers can put tax-free dollars into an 
IRA-type of account that will be able 
to be rolled over for use for bona fide 
medical expenses. An individual can 
contribute $2,600, a family, couple, 
$5,150. 

As I said, if you do not use all of the 
health savings account tax-free dollars 
that you have put into your account in 
one year, it can roll over, can accumu-
late so senior citizens can use it, for in-
stance, when they retire, for some ex-
penses that they might not tradition-
ally found Medicare has paid for. It can 
be part of one’s estate, inherited by 
one’s children. 

As I indicated before, individuals can 
contribute to this as can family mem-
bers or employers. It can be transferred 
from job to job. And if you are in the 
age group of 55 to 65, you can do catch-
up contributions of up to $1,000 more 
because retirement is coming along 
fairly quickly. This increased flexi-
bility is what has made health savings 
accounts very exciting for people that 
are looking for market-based mecha-
nisms to reform health care and to im-
prove its delivery across our Nation. 

What can health savings accounts be 
used for? Number one, for bona fide 
medical expenses. It can be used for 
many different things that are not tra-
ditionally covered by health insurance, 
chiropractic care, acupuncture. This 
will enable alternative medicine to get 
the kind of attention that sometimes is 
missing from health insurance policies. 
And it can be used for the purchase of 
higher-deductible health care policies, 
$1,000 for an individual, and $2,000 for a 
family. 

So the use of tax-free dollars, Mr. 
Speaker, for medical attention, for 
medical care, is going to transform, I 
believe, the way that we purchase 
health insurance in this country and 
how we judge health insurance. Be-
cause no longer will it be somebody 
else’s money, an insurance company’s 
money or something like that; it will 
be our own money that we have earned. 

And so the practice of defensive med-
icine might be shrunk a little bit, un-
necessary tests will be diminished be-
cause anybody using their health sav-
ings account dollars will be using their 
own money. So we will be much wiser 
consumers of medical care in this 
country. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I certainly encour-
age all Americans who are eligible for 
health savings accounts to look at 
them carefully because they are part of 
the law that has already been imple-
mented. 

One can create their own health sav-
ings account as of January 1, 2004. And 
as we approach April 15, it is a good 
time to think about doing that. Be-
cause as I said, like an IRA, they are 
simple to use, easy to set up, and cer-
tainly, when all is said and done, this 
will transform how we purchase health 
insurance in our country in a very 
positive way.

f 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-

tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
BALLANCE) is recognized for 5 minutes 

(Mr. BALLANCE addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. 
MILLENDER-MCDONALD) is recognized 
for 5 minutes 

(Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD ad-
dressed the House. Her remarks will 
appear hereafter in the Extensions of 
Remarks.)

f 

THE HIGH COST OF EMPLOYEE 
HEALTH CARE COVERAGE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 2003, the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. CONYERS) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader. 

(Mr. CONYERS asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker and 
Members of the House, I was visited by 
the Michigan floral shop owners, small 
business people who were telling me 
they can hardly afford the private 
health insurance coverage for their em-
ployees. And many of them are going 
to have to give up the practice of insur-
ing for health purposes their employees 
because the costs are just too enor-
mous. 

I am reminded of a discussion I had 
with the esteemed president of the 
United Automobile Workers, Mr. Ron 
Gettelfinger, who indicated that we 
have just about run out of how much 
unions in collective bargaining agree-
ments can continue to give up in terms 
of the health care, employer-based 
health care that the United Auto-
mobile Workers have been working on 
for decades because the demands of the 
corporations, the automobile corpora-
tions, continue and insist at every 
round of collective bargaining to re-
quire more and more give-backs, high-
er premiums, and fewer services to be 
provided under the employer-employee 
health plan. 

It is also my duty to report to you 
that I have been advised that 
DaimlerChrysler Corporation is exam-
ining something different from the 
plan that the Chrysler Corporation, 
who they succeeded, has been engaged 
in with the United Automobile Work-
ers in terms of their employee health 
coverage. It is getting too high, it is 
costing too much. 

And so I am here to continue a dis-
cussion that has been going on for 
many years. And I would like to rec-
ommend to my colleagues a few of the 
things I have been reading about this 
subject matter and see where it takes 
it. I had the pleasure of meeting Dr. 
Ron Mueller, the author of a book enti-
tled ‘‘As Sick As It Gets: The Shocking 
Reality of America’s Health Care, a Di-
agnosis and Treatment Plan,’’ which he 
prescribes in this book. 
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Here is what he said: Some of the pa-

tients had to tell him about their 
health coverage. One said that, ‘‘When 
my wife dies I can slow down, I will not 
need to work so hard to pay for her 
medications.’’ Another said, ‘‘I bor-
rowed my sister’s insulin, she has in-
surance.’’ Another, ‘‘I don’t have insur-
ance. Actually I do, but I have a $5,000 
per year deductible.’’ Another, all of 
his Social Security goes for his medica-
tions and his medical bills. ‘‘I am 
trapped. You work all your life and 
look forward to retirement and it will 
not come. I got to work to pay for the 
pills and the bills.’’ Another, ‘‘It was 
only after my lawyer got involved that 
they agreed to cover my surgery.’’ 

‘‘Those (expletive deleted) are a 
bunch of thieves. I called Medicare and 
they told me not to pay another dime. 
Then the (expletive deleted) threatened 
me.’’ 

Another, ‘‘I have a history of using 
cocaine but I have been drug free for 3 
years. Unfortunately, I have had 
thoughts of using it again and I am 
afraid I might relapse. So I called my 
insurance company to see if counseling 
was covered. The insurance company 
said I was not covered unless I tested 
positive. So I have to go out and use 
the drugs before I am covered. Makes 
sense, does not it?’’ 

And the final comment, ‘‘The letter 
said we have covered all your medical 
bills except $384,000.’’ 

And so it is an important subject 
that we begin to examine more and 
more closely as we move forward. 

Dr. David Himmelstein, Dr. Steffie 
Woolhandler, and Dr. Ida Hellander 
have a book that deals with the con-
sequences of corporate health care. 
And they make the following points, 
and I quote: ‘‘Centuries ago, doctors 
practiced phlebotomy by applying inci-
sions and leaches to their patients. 
Doctors acted on the misguided belief 
that illnesses could be cured by bleed-
ing them away. Some patients lost so 
much blood that it killed them. Today 
we wonder how they got it so wrong. 
One day our grandchildren will look 
back on the damage wrought by cor-
porate health care with an equal sense 
of bewilderment. They will learn that 
early in the 21st century, 45 percent of 
all bankruptcies involved a medical 
reason or a large medical debt; that 47 
percent of those denied authorization 
for emergency room care by their 
HMOs had unstable vital signs or other 
high-risk indicators; the death rates 
and patient expenses are higher at the 
for-profit hospitals than at nonprofit 
facilities; that doctors are actually 
paid money to withhold medical serv-
ices; that in a solid economy, infant 
mortality rates for African Americans 
are more than twice those for whites. 
And perhaps most baffling is the con-
tinued existence of a corporate system 
when 77 percent of Americans believe 
the government should provide quality 
medical coverage to all adults.’’ 

And so their book, with extraor-
dinary detail, is a compelling argu-

ment in favor of a national health care 
program, a program that would cover 
everyone and provide better care for 
less than what we spend today. 

I want to emphasize that. We could 
spend less with a reorganized national 
health care system than we are spend-
ing today. How could that be? How 
could we get better care for less 
money? 

Well, one simple answer would be to 
take the incredible profit taking that 
goes on within the health care indus-
try. It is amazing; 47 percent, or 45.6 
percent to be precise, of all bank-
ruptcies involve a medical reason or a 
large medical debt; 326,441 families 
identified illness as the main reason 
for bankruptcy in the year 1999. An ad-
ditional 269,757 had large medical debts 
at the time of bankruptcy. And that 7 
per 1,000 single women and 5 per 1,000 
men suffered a medical-related bank-
ruptcy in the year 1999. 

This is from the Norton’s Bank-
ruptcy Advisor, which is the source of 
those statistics.

b 2015 

So we could do a lot for our Nation’s 
citizens by revisiting health care. 

We have some other issues that re-
late to this subject that I think are 
pretty important. We have here an-
other interesting book, soft cover, put 
together by the staff of the New York 
Times. It is called ‘‘Solving America’s 
Health-Care Crisis, A Guide to Under-
standing the Greatest Threat to Your 
Family’s Economic Security,’’ and so 
they point out to us that this great 
problem is the biggest one that con-
fronts the most Americans. 

‘‘The labyrinth of issues involved in 
understanding this crisis is daunting,’’ 
and so they provide for a primer that 
will help all of us make judgments 
about the complicated health care 
issues now plaguing the country. This 
New York Times staff provides search-
ing reportage and penetrating analysis 
and tells what works and what does 
not, who profits and who loses and 
what might or might not be done to fix 
a health care industry on the brink of 
collapse. 

What is done in this book that is 
most interesting is to examine how 
high technology and high medical costs 
both save lives and at the same time 
hurt growing numbers of Americans, 
how other countries, for example, han-
dle health care better than we do. As a 
matter of fact, all of the industrialized 
nations of the world have a national 
health care plan that does not turn on 
whether a person has the right insur-
ance company or carries the right pro-
visions within the health care plan be-
fore it can be covered, whether or not 
a person can independently afford to 
pay for it. 

This book, ‘‘Solving America’s 
Health-Care Crisis,’’ examines how 
some doctors profit from patients by 
becoming high-tech entrepreneurs; and 
so it seems to many of us that it is cor-
rect to say that the key to America’s 

economic fate lies in health care re-
form, and so I would like to thank Mr. 
Eric Eckholm, who led the team that 
put this very interesting discussion to-
gether. 

We are forced now to examine wheth-
er, with the hundreds and hundreds of 
proposals of bills in both the House and 
the Senate relating to health care and 
health care delivery, to Medicare and 
Medicaid, to Social Security, how we 
are going to more quickly improve the 
system that we are working on; and I 
look forward to discussions with my 
colleagues, informally, about what we 
must do to deal with this subject. 

I would like now to turn to a very in-
teresting statement that has been put 
forward by my friend, the Secretary of 
State, Colin Powell, in which he as-
serted that 130 nations backed us in the 
war against Iraq. There are 191 coun-
tries in the United Nations. There are 
some 40 or more that are not in the 
United Nations, and there may be as 
much as a dozen who are neither in the 
United Nations nor are formally orga-
nized and recognized as nation states. 
We are talking about a lot of people, 6.4 
billion people in the world, more than 
250 countries, and 130 of them backed 
us up. 

I have sent a note, and I will include 
it in the RECORD, asking the Secretary 
to advise me of which of these coun-
tries contributed to our success in the 
war in Iraq.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 

Washington, DC, March 16, 2004. 
Hon. COLIN POWELL, 
Secretary, Department of State, Washington, 

DC.

Urgent Attn: Office of the Secretary.
DEAR SECRETARY POWELL: I write to re-

quest a specific identification from your of-
fice of the countries who support the United 
States’ decision to declare war on Iraq. In 
your statement regarding the matter, it was 
your position that approximately 130 coun-
tries were behind the U.S. in this war. I 
would appreciate your urgent assistance in 
providing a list of these countries at your 
earliest possible convenience. 

Thank you for your kind assistance in this 
matter, and if you need any further informa-
tion relevant to this request, please do not 
hesitate to contact me directly at 202–225–
5126. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN CONYERS, Jr. 

Ranking Member.

May I indicate, that it has been 
brought to the attention of the Roll 
Call newspaper that the question of 
whether the legality of the govern-
ment-sponsored ads promoting the new 
Medicare prescription drug benefit is 
appropriate or indeed legal. GAO, of 
course, the investigative arm of the 
Congress, wants to find out whether 
this ad program launched by the ad-
ministration violates a Federal law 
prohibiting the government from dis-
seminating ‘‘covert propaganda,’’ and 
so we await the examination and re-
port of the General Accounting Office. 

It has been commented by the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) that 
there are a number of questions that 
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are related to this very important sub-
ject. 

IRAQ 
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, in con-

nection with Iraq, we had the benefit of 
the Committee on Government Reform, 
which has had a study done about this, 
which runs some 30 pages, that raises 
the question of the Bush administra-
tion’s public statements on Iraq. It is 
called ‘‘Iraq on the RECORD,’’ and there 
have been questions raised in several 
areas. I will include this report in the 
Record, which was prepared at the re-
quest of the distinguished ranking 
member of the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. WAXMAN); but this table 
of contents, and this has been released 
today, special investigations division, 
raises the question of the number and 
timing of misleading statements on the 
part of the administration.
IRAQ ON THE RECORD—THE BUSH ADMINISTRA-

TION’S PUBLIC STATEMENTS ON IRAQ 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

On March 19, 2003, U.S. forces began mili-
tary operations in Iraq. Addressing the na-
tion about the purpose of the war on the day 
the bombing began, President Bush stated: 
‘‘The people of the United States and our 
friends and allies will not live at the mercy 
of an outlaw regime that threatens the peace 
with weapons of mass murder.’’

One year later, many doubts have been 
raised regarding the Administration’s asser-
tions about the threat posed by Iraq. Prior to 
the war in Iraq, the President and his advi-
sors repeatedly claimed that Iraq possessed 
weapons of mass destruction that jeopard-
ized the security of the United States. The 
failure to discover these weapons after the 
war has led to questions about whether the 
President and his advisors were candid in de-
scribing Iraq’s threat. 

This report, which was prepared at the re-
quest of Rep. Henry A. Waxman, is a com-
prehensive examination of the statements 
made by the five Administration officials 
most responsible for providing public infor-
mation and shaping public opinion on Iraq: 
President George Bush, Vice President Rich-
ard Cheney, Defense Secretary Donald Rums-
feld, Secretary of State Colin Powell, and 
National Security Advisor Condoleezza Rice. 
It finds that the five officials made mis-
leading statements about the threat posed 
by Iraq in 125 public appearances. The report 
and an accompanying database identify 237 
specific misleading statements by the five 
officials. 

METHODOLOGY 
The Special Investigations Division com-

piled a database of statements about Iraq 
made by President Bush, Vice President Che-
ney, Secretary Rumsfeld, Secretary Powell, 
and National Security Advisor Rice. All of 
the statements in the database were drawn 
from speeches, press conferences and brief-
ings, interviews, written statements, and 
testimony by the five officials. 

This Iraq on the Record database contains 
statements made by the five officials that 
were misleading at the time they were made. 
The database does not include statements 
that appear in hindsight to be erroneous but 
were accurate reflections of the views of in-
telligence officials at the time they were 
made. The entire database is accessible to 
members of Congress and the public at 
www.reform.house.gov/min. 

This report is a summary of the Iraq on the 
Record database. Because the officials’ state-

ments have been compiled into a searchable 
database, the report can make new observa-
tions about the topics that were the subject 
of misleading claims, the timing of these 
claims, and the officials who were respon-
sible. To ensure objectivity, the report was 
peer reviewed for fairness and accuracy by 
two leading experts: Joseph Cirincione, sen-
ior associate and director of the Non-Pro-
liferation Project at the Carnegie Endow-
ment for International Peace, and Greg 
Thielmann, former acting director of the Of-
fice of Strategic, Proliferation, and Military 
Affairs in the Department of State’s Bureau 
of Intelligence and Research. 

FINDINGS 
Number of Misleading Statements. The 

Iraq on the Record database contains 237 
misleading statements about the threat 
posed by Iraq that were made by President 
Bush, Vice President Cheney, Secretary 
Rumsfeld, Secretary Powell, and National 
Security Advisor Rice. These statements 
were made in 125 separate appearances, con-
sisting of 40 speeches, 26 press conferences 
and briefings, 53 interviews, 4 written state-
ments, and 2 congressional testimonies. Most 
of the statements in the database were mis-
leading because they expressed certainty 
where none existed or failed to acknowledge 
the doubts of intelligence officials. Ten of 
the statements were simply false. 

Timing of the Statements. The statements 
began at least a year before the commence-
ment of hostilities in Iraq, when Vice Presi-
dent Cheney stated on March 17, 2002: ‘‘We 
know they have biological and chemical 
weapons.’’ The Administration’s misleading 
statements continued through January 22, 
2004, when Vice President Cheney insisted: 
‘‘There’s overwhelming evidence that there 
was a connection between al-Qaeda and the 
Iraqi government.’’ Most of the misleading 
statements about Iraq—161 statements—were 
made prior to the start of the war. But 76 
misleading statements were made by the five 
Administration officials after the start of 
the war to justify the decision to go to war. 

The 30-day period with the greatest num-
ber of misleading statements was the period 
before the congressional vote on the Iraq war 
resolution. Congress voted on the measure 
on October 10 and October 11, 2002. From Sep-
tember 8 through October 8, 2002, the five of-
ficials made 64 misleading statements in 16 
public appearances. A large number of mis-
leading statements were also made during 
the two months before the war began. Be-
tween January 19 and March 19, 2003, the five 
officials made 48 misleading statements in 26 
public appearances. 

Topics of the Statements. The 237 mis-
leading statements can be divided into four 
categories. The five officials made 11 state-
ments that claimed that Iraq posed an ur-
gent threat; 81 statements that exaggerated 
Iraq’s nuclear activities; 84 statements that 
overstated Iraq’s chemical and biological 
weapons capabilities; and 61 statements that 
misrepresented Iraq’s ties to al Qaeda. 

Statements by President Bush. Between 
September 12, 2002, and July 17, 2003, Presi-
dent Bush made 55 misleading statements 
about the threat posed by Iraq in 27 separate 
public appearances. On October 7, 2002, three 
days before the congressional votes on the 
Iraqi war resolution, President Bush gave a 
speech in Cincinnati, Ohio, with 11 mis-
leading statements, the most by any of the 
five officials in a single appearance. 

Some of the misleading statements by 
President Bush include his statement in the 
January 28, 2003, State of the Union address 
that ‘‘the British government has learned 
that Saddam Hussein recently sought signifi-
cant quantities of uranium from Africa’’; his 
statement on October 2, 2002, that ‘‘the Iraqi 

regime is a threat of unique urgency’’; and 
his statement on May 1, 2003, that ‘‘the lib-
eration of Iraq . . . removed an ally of al 
Qaeda.’’

Statements by Vice President Cheney. Be-
tween March 17, 2002, and January 22, 2004, 
Vice President Cheney made 51 misleading 
statements about the threat posed by Iraq in 
25 separate public appearances. 

Some of the misleading statements by Vice 
President Cheney include his statement on 
September 8, 2002, that ‘‘we do know, with 
absolute certainty, that he is using his pro-
curement system to acquire the equipment 
he needs . . . to build a nuclear weapon’’; his 
statement on March 16, 2003, that ‘‘we be-
lieve he has, in fact, reconstituted nuclear 
weapons’’; and his statement on October 10, 
2003, that Saddam Hussein ‘‘had an estab-
lished relationship with al Qaeda.’’

Statements by Secretary Rumsfeld. Between 
May 22, 2002, and November 2, 2003, Secretary 
Rumsfeld made 52 misleading statements 
about the threat posed by Iraq in 23 separate 
public appearances. 

Some of the misleading statements by Sec-
retary Rumsfeld include his statement on 
November 14, 2002, that within ‘‘a week, or a 
month’’ Saddam Hussein could give his 
weapons of mass destruction to al Qaeda, 
which could use them to attack the United 
States and kill ‘‘30,000, or 100,000 . . . human 
beings’’; his statement on January 29, 2003, 
that Saddam Hussein’s regime ‘‘recently was 
discovered seeking significant quantities of 
uranium from Africa’’; and his statement on 
July 13, 2003, that there ‘‘was never any de-
bate’’ about whether Iraq had a nuclear pro-
gram. 

Statements by Secretary Powell. Between 
April 3, 2003, and October 3, 2003, Secretary 
Powell made 50 misleading statements about 
the threat posed by Iraq in 34 separate public 
appearances. 

Secretary Powell sometimes used caveats 
and qualifying language in his public state-
ments. His statements that contained such 
cautions or limitations were not included in 
the database. Nonetheless, many of Sec-
retary Powell’s statements did not include 
these qualifiers and were misleading in their 
expression of certainty, such as his state-
ment on May 22, 2003, that ‘‘there is no doubt 
in our minds now that those vans were de-
signed for only one purpose, and that was to 
make biological weapons.’’

Statements by National Security Advisor Rice. 
Between September 8, 2002, and September 
28, 2003, National Security Advisor Rice 
made 29 misleading statements about the 
threat posed by Iraq in 16 separate public ap-
pearances. 

Although Ms. Rice had the fewest public 
appearances and the fewest misleading state-
ments, she had the highest number of state-
ments—8—that were false. These false state-
ments included several categorical asser-
tions that no one in the White House knew of 
the intelligence community’s doubts about 
the President’s assertion that Iraq sought to 
import uranium from Africa. 

I. INTRODUCTION 
The President and his senior advisors have 

a special obligation to describe accurately 
the national security threats facing the Na-
tion. This special obligation derives in part 
from the nature of the subject. There is no 
decision that is more grave than sending our 
armed forces to battle. The special obliga-
tion also derives in part from the unique ac-
cess that the President and his advisors have 
to classified information. On matters of na-
tional security, only the President and his 
advisors have full access to the relevant clas-
sified information. Members of Congress and 
the public see only a partial picture based on 
the information the President and his advi-
sors decide to release. 
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Recently, serious questions have been 

raised regarding whether President Bush and 
his Administration met this special obliga-
tion. Numerous news reports and columns 
have questioned the accuracy of specific 
statements by President Bush and other Ad-
ministration officials. The White House 
maintains that any misstatements were 
‘‘only a small part of an ‘overwhelming’ case 
that Iraqi President Saddam Hussein posed a 
threat to the United States.’’ Other observ-
ers, though, have detected a pattern of con-
sistent misrepresentation. 

The one-year anniversary of the beginning 
of military operations in Iraq marks an occa-
sion for comprehensively assessing whether 
the President and his senior advisors met 
their obligation to accurately present intel-
ligence to the American public. For this rea-
son, Rep. Waxman asked the Special Inves-
tigations Division to assemble in a single 
database any misleading statements made by 
President Bush, Vice President Cheney, and 
other senior Administration officials about 
the threat posed by Iraq. This report summa-
rizes key findings from this Iraq on the 
Record database. The database itself is avail-
able to members of Congress and the public 
at www.reform.house.gov/min. 

II. METHODOLOGY 
The Iraq on the Record database contains 

statements from the five Administration of-
ficials most responsible for providing public 
information and shaping public opinion on 
the Iraq war: President George Bush; Vice 
President Richard Cheney; Secretary of De-
fense Donald Rumsfeld; Secretary of State 
Colin Powell; and National Security Advisor 
Condoleezza Rice. 

The statements in the database are drawn 
from 125 public statements or appearances in 
which the five officials discussed the threat 
posed by Iraq. The sources of the statements 
are 40 speeches, 26 press conferences and 
briefings, 53 interviews, 4 written statements 
and articles, and 2 appearances before con-
gressional committees. Quotes from the offi-
cials in newspaper articles or other similar 
secondary sources were not included in the 
database because of the difficulty of dis-
cerning the context of such quotes and en-
suring their accuracy. Statements made by 
the officials before March 2002, one year be-
fore the commencement of hostilities in 
Iraq, were also not included. 

The database contains statements that 
were misleading based on what was known to 
the Administration at the time the state-
ments were made. In compiling the database, 
the Special Investigations Division did not 
assess whether ‘‘subjectively’’ the officials 
believed a specific statement to be mis-
leading. Instead, the investigators used an 
‘‘objective’’ standard. For purposes of the 
database, a statement is considered ‘‘mis-
leading’’ if it conflicted with what intel-
ligence officials knew at the time or in-
volved the selective use of intelligence or the 
failure to include essential qualifiers or ca-
veats. 

The database does not include statements 
that appear mistaken only in hindsight. If a 
statement was an accurate reflection of U.S. 
intelligence at the time it was made, the 
statement is excluded from the database 
even if it now appears erroneous. 

To determine whether a statement was 
misleading, the Special Investigations Divi-
sion examined the statement in light of in-
telligence known to the Administration at 
the time of the statement. The primary 
sources for determining the intelligence 
available to the Administration were (1) the 
portions of the October 2002 National Intel-
ligence Estimate that have been released to 
the public, (2) the February 5, 2004, state-
ment by Director of Central Intelligence 

George Tenet entitled Iraq and Weapons of 
Mass Destruction, (3) the recent report of the 
nonpartisan Carnegie Endowment for Inter-
national Peace entitled WMD in Iraq: Evi-
dence and Implications, and (4) news and 
other reports quoting U.S. officials regarding 
the intelligence available to the administra-
tion on Iraq. 

In general, hypothetical and implied state-
ments about threats posed by Iraq were not 
included in the database of misleading state-
ments. A few such statements were included, 
however, where they implied a threat in 
evocative and frightening language. These 
statements were misleading because the ef-
fect was to instill in the public the percep-
tion that the threat actually existed. 

To be conservative, the Special Investiga-
tions Division excluded hundreds of state-
ments by the five officials that many observ-
ers would consider misleading. For example, 
the five officials made numerous claims that 
Iraq ‘‘had’’ stockpiles of chemical weapons. 
Many of these statements were misleading in 
that they implied that Iraq possessed these 
stockpiles currently and did not acknowl-
edge the doubts of intelligence experts. Nev-
ertheless, these statements were not in-
cluded in the database when they were ex-
pressed in the past tense because Iraq did 
possess chemical weapons at least as late as 
the early 1990s and used them during the 
1980s. 

Investigators also excluded scores of state-
ments of certainty that Iraq possessed 
‘‘weapons of mass destruction’’ prior to the 
war. To many observers, these statements 
would be misleading because they implied 
that Iraq possessed nuclear weapons without 
acknowledging the division among intel-
ligence officials about whether this was the 
case. The Special Investigations Division ex-
cluded these general ‘‘weapons of mass de-
struction’’ assertions, however, because of 
the ambiguity inherent in the phrase. 

The Special Investigations Division asked 
two leading independent experts to peer re-
view this report for fairness and accuracy. 
These two independent experts are: Joseph 
Cirincione, senior associate and director of 
the Non-Proliferation Project at the Car-
negie Endowment for International Peace, 
and Greg Thielmann, former acting director 
of the Office of Strategic, Proliferation, and 
Military Affairs in the Department of State’s 
Bureau of Intelligence and Research. These 
experts judged that this report is a fair and 
accurate depiction of the administration’s 
statements. 

III. NUMBER AND TIMING OF MISLEADING 
STATEMENTS 

President Bush, Vice President Cheney, 
Secretary Rumsfeld, Secretary Powell, and 
National Security Advisor Rice repeatedly 
made misleading statements about the 
threat posed by Iraq. They made these state-
ments in 125 separate public appearances. 
The total number of misleading statements 
made by the five officials is 237. 

The 237 misleading statements were made 
in a variety of forums. On 53 occasions, the 
five officials gave interviews in which they 
made claims that were misleading. They also 
made misleading statements in 40 speeches, 
26 press conferences and briefings, 4 written 
statements and articles, and 2 appearances 
before Congress. 

The misleading statements began at least 
one year before the start of the war in Iraq, 
when Vice President Cheney stated on March 
17, 2002: ‘‘The President’s made it clear that 
we are concerned about nations such as Iraq 
developing weapons of mass destruction. We 
know the Iraqis have been engaged in such 
efforts over the years. We know they have bi-
ological and chemical weapons. . . . And we 
also have reason to believe they’re pursuing 
the acquisition of nuclear weapons.’’

These misleading statements have contin-
ued through at least January 2004. On Janu-
ary 22, 2004, Vice President Cheney said in a 
National Public Radio interview, ‘‘I think 
there’s overwhelming evidence that there 
was a connection between al-Qaeda and the 
Iraqi government. . . . I’m very confident 
that there was an established relationship 
there.’’ He also said in the same interview, 
‘‘we know . . . that prior to our going in that 
he had spent time and effort acquiring mo-
bile biological weapons labs, and we’re quite 
confident he did, in fact, have such a pro-
gram. We’ve found a couple of semi trailers 
at this point which we believe were, in fact, 
part of that program.’’ As described below, 
both of these assertions were misleading in 
that they failed to disclose the serious 
doubts held by intelligence officials. 

The majority of the misleading state-
ments—161—were made in the buildup to the 
war in Iraq. The volume of misleading state-
ments by the five officials peaked before key 
decision points in the buildup to the war. 
Congress began debate on the Iraq war reso-
lution in early October 2002 and voted on the 
measure on October 10 and October 11, 2002. 
During the 30 days between September 8 and 
October 8, 2002, the five officials made 64 mis-
leading statements in 16 public appearances. 
This was the highest number of misleading 
statements for any 30-day period. 

There were also a large number of mis-
leading statements in the two months before 
hostilities began on March 19, 2003, when the 
five officials made 48 misleading statements 
in 26 public appearances. 

Most of the misleading statements in the 
Iraq on the Record database involve the se-
lective use of intelligence or the failure to 
include essential qualifiers or caveats. For 
example, statements of certainty that Iraq 
was close to possessing nuclear weapons were 
misleading because they ignored significant 
doubts and disagreement in the U.S. intel-
ligence community regarding whether Iraq 
was actively pursuing a nuclear program. 

In 10 instances, however, the statements 
included in the database were false state-
ments that directly contradicted facts 
known at the time by the Administration. 
For example, on July 11, 2003, Ms. Rice stat-
ed with respect to the claim that Iraq was 
seeking uranium in Africa: ‘‘Now, if there 
were doubts about the underlying intel-
ligence . . . those doubts were not commu-
nicated to the President, to the Vice Presi-
dent, or to me.’’ This statement is false be-
cause, as Ms. Rice’s deputy Stephen Hadley 
subsequently acknowledged, the CIA sent 
Ms. Rice and Mr. Hadley memos in October 
2002 warning against the use of this claim. 
IV. CATEGORIES OF MISLEADING STATEMENTS 
The misleading statements by President 

Bush, Vice President Cheney, Secretary 
Rumsfeld, Secretary Powell, and National 
Security Advisor Rice fall into four general 
categories: (1) statements suggesting that 
Iraq posed an urgent threat, (2) statements 
regarding Iraq’s nuclear activities, (3) state-
ments regarding Iraq’s biological and chem-
ical weapons capabilities, and (4) statements 
regarding Iraq’s support of al Qaeda. 

A. STATEMENTS THAT IRAQ POSED AN URGENT 
THREAT 

On February 5, 2004, Director of Central In-
telligence George Tenet categorically stated 
that the U.S. intelligence community ‘‘never 
said there was an ‘imminent’ threat.’’ Yet 
this was not the impression conveyed by 
President Bush, Vice President Cheney, Sec-
retary Rumsfeld, Secretary Powell, and Na-
tional Security Advisor Rice in their public 
statements on Iraq. In 10 different appear-
ances, these five officials made 11 statements 
claiming that Iraq posed an urgent threat. 

For example: President Bush stated on Oc-
tober 2, 2002: ‘‘The Iraqi regime is a threat of 
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unique urgency. . . . [I[t has developed weap-
ons of mass death.’’ President Bush stated on 
November 20, 2002: ‘‘Today the world is . . . 
uniting to answer the unique and urgent 
threat posed by Iraq.’’ Vice President Cheney 
stated on August 26, 2002: ‘‘Simply stated, 
there is no doubt that Saddam Hussein now 
has weapons of mass destruction. There is no 
doubt he is amassing them to use against our 
friends, against our allies, and against us.’’

In one instance, Secretary Rumsfeld said 
that Iraq could give weapons of mass de-
struction to al Qaeda in ‘‘a week, or a 
month,’’ resulting in the deaths of up to 
100,000 people. On November 14, 2002, Sec-
retary Rumsfeld stated: ‘‘Now, transport 
yourself forward a year, two years, or a 
week, or a month, and if Saddam Hussein 
were to take his weapons of mass destruction 
and transfer them, either use them himself, 
or transfer them to the Al-Qaeda, and some-
how the Al-Qaeda, and somehow the Al-
Qaeda were to engage in an attack on the 
United States, or an attack on U.S. forces 
overseas, with a weapon of mass destruction 
you’re not talking about 300, or 3,000 people 
potentially being killed, but 30,000, or 100,000 
. . . human beings.’’

B. STATEMENTS ABOUT IRAQ’S NUCLEAR 
CAPABILITIES 

In their potential for destruction and their 
ability to evoke horror, nuclear weapons are 
in a class by themselves. As Dr. David Kay, 
former special advisor to the Iraq Survey 
Group, testified on January 28, 2004: ‘‘All of 
us have and would continue to put the nu-
clear weapons in a different category. It’s a 
single weapon that can do tremendous dam-
age, as opposed to multiple weapons that can 
do the same order of damage. . . . I think we 
should politically treat nuclear as a dif-
ference.’’

For precisely this reason, the Administra-
tion’s statements about Iraq’s nuclear capa-
bilities had a large impact on congressional 
and public perceptions about the threat 
posed by Iraq. Many members of Congress 
were more influenced by the Administra-
tion’s nuclear assertions than by any other 
piece of evidence. Rep. Waxman, for example, 
wrote to President Bush in June 2003 that in 
voting for the Iraq war resolution: ‘‘Like 
other members, I was particularly influenced 
by your views about Iraq’s nuclear inten-
tions. Although chemical and biological 
weapons can inflict casualties, no threat is 
greater than the threat of nuclear weapons.’’ 
Numerous members of Congress stressed 
Iraq’s nuclear threat in their floor state-
ments explaining their support of the resolu-
tion. 

Despite the significance of the nuclear 
issue, President Bush, Vice President Che-
ney, Secretary Powell, Secretary Rumsfeld, 
and National Security Advisor Rice repeat-
edly misrepresented the nuclear threat posed 
by Iraq. The five officials made 49 separate 
public appearances in which they made mis-
leading statements about Iraq’s nuclear 
threat. In these appearances, they made a 
total of 81 misleading statements regarding 
Iraq’s nuclear activities. 

These misleading statements generally fall 
into one of three categories: (1) misleading 
statements about the status of Iraq’s nuclear 
program, (2) misleading statements about 
the purpose of aluminum tubes sought by 
Iraq, and (3) misleading statements about 
Iraq’s attempts to obtain uranium from Afri-
ca. 
1. Claims about the Status of Iraq’s Nuclear 

Program 
Prior to the war, there were significant di-

visions within the intelligence community 
about whether Iraq had resumed efforts to 
make nuclear weapons. In his speech on Feb-
ruary 5, 2004, Mr. Tenet explained that there 

was not unanimity on whether Iraq had re-
constituted its nuclear program and that 
these differences were described in the Na-
tional Intelligence Estimate (NIE): ‘‘Let me 
be clear, where there were differences, the 
Estimate laid out the disputes clearly.’’ In 
particular, the State department’s Bureau of 
Intelligence and Research (INR) concluded in 
the NIE that ‘‘[t]he activities we have de-
tected do not, however, add up to a compel-
ling case that Iraq is currently pursuing 
what INR would consider to be an integrated 
and comprehensive approach to acquire nu-
clear weapons.’’ INR added: ‘‘Lacking per-
suasive evidence that Baghdad has launched 
a coherent effort to reconstitute its nuclear 
weapons program, INR is unwilling to specu-
late that such an effort began soon after the 
departure of UN inspectors.’’ The INR posi-
tion was similar to the conclusions of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency 
(IAEA), which concluded that there was ‘‘no 
indication of resumed nuclear activities . . . 
nor any indication of nuclear-related prohib-
ited activities.’’

These doubts and qualifications, however, 
were not communicated to the public. In-
stead, the five Administration officials re-
peatedly made unequivocal comments about 
Iraq’s nuclear program. For example, Presi-
dent Bush said in October 2002 that ‘‘[t]he re-
gime has the scientists and facilities to build 
nuclear weapons and is seeking the materials 
required to do so.’’ Several days later, Presi-
dent Bush asserted that Saddam Hussein ‘‘is 
moving ever closer to developing a nuclear 
weapon.’’

Vice President Cheney made perhaps the 
single most egregious statement about Iraq’s 
nuclear capabilities, claiming: ‘‘we know he 
has been absolutely devoted to trying to ac-
quire nuclear weapons. And we believe he 
has, in fact, reconstituted nuclear weapons.’’ 
He made this statement just three days be-
fore the war. He did not admit until Sep-
tember 14, 2003, that his statement was 
wrong and that he ‘‘did misspeak.’’

President Bush and others portrayed the 
threat of Saddam Hussein waging nuclear 
war against the United States or its allies as 
one of the most urgent reasons for preemp-
tively attacking Iraq. Administration offi-
cials used evocative language and images. On 
the eve of congressional votes on the Iraq 
war resolution, for example, President Bush 
stated: ‘‘Knowing these realities, America 
must not ignore the threat gathering against 
us. Facing clear evidence or peril, we cannot 
wait for the final proof—the smoking gun—
that could come in the form of a mushroom 
cloud.’’

Following the commencement of military 
operations in Iraq, Administration officials 
continued to make misleading statements 
regarding Iraq’s nuclear program. For exam-
ple, Secretary Rumsfeld denied on July 13, 
2003, that there was ‘‘any debate’’ about 
Iraq’s nuclear capabilities within the Admin-
istration, stating: ‘‘We said they had a nu-
clear program. That was never any debate.’’

Since the war ended, the Iraq Survey 
Group has been unable to find evidence of 
the nuclear program described by the five of-
ficials. On October 2, 2003, David Kay re-
ported that ‘‘we have not uncovered evidence 
that Iraq undertook significant post-1998 
steps to actually build nuclear weapons or 
produce fissile material.’’ In his January 28, 
2004, testimony, Dr. Kay reported that ‘‘[i]t 
was not a reconstituted, full-blown nuclear 
program.’’ He added, ‘‘As best as has been de-
termined . . . in 2000 they had decided that 
their nuclear establishment had deteriorated 
to such point that it was totally useless.’’ 
His conclusion was that there was ‘‘no doubt 
at all’’ that Iraq had less of an ability to 
produce fissile material in 2001 than in 1991. 
According to Dr. Kay, the nuclear program 

had been ‘‘seriously degraded’’ and the ‘‘ac-
tivities of the inspectors in the early ’90s did 
a tremendous amount.’’
2. Claims about the Aluminum Tubes 

In 2001 and 2002, shipments of aluminum 
tubes to Iraq were intercepted. This dis-
covery led to an active debate within intel-
ligence agencies about the intended use of 
the tubes. 

Numerous experts believed the tubes were 
for conventional rockets rather than a nu-
clear development program. In his February 
5, 2004, speech, Mr. Tenet explained that dis-
agreement over the purpose of the aluminum 
tubes was ‘‘a debate laid out extensively in 
the estimate and one that experts still argue 
over.’’ The agency with the most technical 
expertise in this area, the Department of En-
ergy, believed that the tubes likely were not 
part of a nuclear enrichment program, stat-
ing in the NIE that ‘‘the tubes probably are 
not part of the program.’’ The International 
Atomic Energy Agency agreed, concluding: 
‘‘There is no indication that Iraq has at-
tempted to import aluminum tubes for use in 
centrifuge enrichment.’’

In addition to dissent from the Energy De-
partment and international inspectors, the 
State Department also expressed formal res-
ervations, stating in the NIE that ‘‘INR is 
not persuaded that the tubes in question are 
intended for use as centrifuge rotors.’’ In-
stead, the State Department accepted the 
‘‘judgment of technical experts at the U.S. 
Department of Energy (DOE) who have con-
cluded that the tubes Iraq seeks to acquire 
are poorly suited for use in gas centrifuges.’’ 
The State Department explained its position 
in detail: The very large quantities being 
sought, the way the tubes were tested by the 
Iraqis, and the atypical lack of attention to 
operational security in the procurement ef-
forts are among the factors, in addition to 
the DOE assessment, that led INR to con-
clude that the tubes are not intended for use 
in Iraq’s nuclear weapon program. 

According to the NIE, ‘‘INR considers it far 
more likely that the tubes are intended for 
another purpose, most likely the production 
of artillery rockets.’’

These doubts about the use of the alu-
minum tubes were not conveyed by Adminis-
tration officials, however. Instead, the alu-
minum tubes became one of the two prin-
cipal pieces of information cited by the Ad-
ministration to support the claim that Iraq 
was reconstituting its nuclear weapons pro-
gram. President Bush, Vice President Che-
ney, Secretary Powell, and National Secu-
rity Advisor Rice made 10 misleading state-
ments in 9 public appearances about the sig-
nificance of the aluminum tubes. 

For example, Ms. Rice stated on September 
8, 2002: ‘‘We do know that there have been 
shipments going into . . . Iraq . . . of alu-
minum tubes that . . . are only really suited 
for nuclear weapons programs, centrifuge 
programs.’’ Similarly, Vice President Che-
ney said on September 8, 2002: ‘‘[Saddam 
Hussein] now is trying, through his illicit 
procurement network, to acquire the equip-
ment he needs to be able to enrich uranium 
to make the bombs . . . [s]pecifically alu-
minum tubes.’’ These statements were mis-
leading because they did not present the pos-
sibility that the tubes were suitable or in-
tended for another purpose, or acknowledge 
that key U.S. experts doubted that the tubes 
were intended to make nuclear bombs. 

In one instance, Secretary Powell did ac-
knowledge that some experts disputed that 
the aluminum tubes were intended for nu-
clear uses. In his February 5, 2003, address 
before the United Nations, Secretary Powell 
stated, ‘‘By now, just about everyone has 
heard of these tubes and we all know that 
there are differences of opinion. There is 

VerDate jul 14 2003 03:22 Mar 17, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00029 Fmt 4636 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A16MR7.049 H16PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH1106 March 16, 2004 
controversy about what these tubes are for. 
Most U.S. experts think they are intended to 
serve as rotors in centrifuges used to enrich 
uranium.’’ Even in that statement, however, 
Secretary Powell did not make clear that ex-
perts from the Department of Energy and 
the State Department’s own intelligence di-
vision played a significant role in the anal-
ysis of this issue and in formal and delib-
erate dissents had disputed the view that the 
tubes would likely be used to enrich ura-
nium. 

On another occasion, Secretary Powell 
cited the tubes as evidence of pursuit of nu-
clear weapons, without noting that the in-
tended use of the tubes was under dispute, 
asserting: ‘‘We also know that Iraq has tried 
to obtain high-strength aluminum tubes, 
which can be used to enrich uranium in cen-
trifuges for a nuclear weapons program.’’

By January 27, 2003, the International 
Atomic Energy Agency had reached the ten-
tative conclusion that the aluminum tubes 
‘‘would be consistent with the purpose stated 
by Iraq and, unless modified, would not be 
suitable for manufacturing centrifuges.’’ 
Following the occupation of Iraq, the Iraq 
Survey Group did not find evidence indi-
cating that the tubes were intended for nu-
clear use. In his January 28, 2004, testimony, 
Dr. Kay announced: ‘‘It is my judgment, 
based on the evidence that was collected . . . 
that it’s more probable that those tubes were 
intended for use in a conventional missile 
program, rather than in a centrifuge pro-
gram.’’
3. Claims about Uranium from Africa 

Another significant component of the Ad-
ministration’s nuclear claims was the asser-
tion that Iraq had sought to import uranium 
from Africa. As one of few new pieces of in-
telligence, this claim was repeated multiple 
times by Administration officials as proof 
that Iraq had reconstituted its nuclear weap-
ons program. In total, the five Administra-
tion officials made misleading assertions 
about Iraq’s attempts to obtain uranium 
from Africa in 7 statements in 6 public ap-
pearances. 

In his State of the Union address on Janu-
ary 28, 2003, President Bush stated: ‘‘The 
British government has learned that Saddam 
Hussein recently sought significant quan-
tities of uranium from Africa. . . . Saddam 
Hussein has not credibly explained these ac-
tivities. He clearly has much to hide.’’ 

Other officials echoed this statement. In a 
January 23, 2003, New York Times op-ed 
piece, Ms. Rice argued that Iraq had lied in 
its December 2002 declaration, noting: ‘‘the 
declaration fails to account for or explain 
Iraq’s efforts to get uranium from abroad.’’ 
In his opening remarks in his televised press 
conference on January 29, 2003, Secretary 
Rumsfeld stated, ‘‘[Saddam Hussein’s] re-
gime . . . recently was discovered seeking 
significant quantities of uranium from Afri-
ca.’’ 

These claims that Iraq was seeking to im-
port uranium were misleading. The docu-
mentary evidence behind the assertions was 
declared to be ‘‘not authentic’’ by the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency. An envoy, 
former Ambassador Joseph Wilson, was sent 
by the CIA to investigate the alleged pur-
chase. Ambassador Wilson concluded that it 
was ‘‘highly doubtful that any such trans-
action had ever taken place,’’ and on his re-
turn, he provided detailed briefings to the 
CIA and to the State Department African Af-
fairs Bureau. 

When evidence emerged that the importa-
tion claim was false, Ms. Rice claimed that 
the White House had no knowledge of these 
doubts. She asserted unequivocally that no 
senior White House officials were informed 
about questions about the uranium claim 

prior to its use in the State of the Union ad-
dress. She stated that ‘‘[t]he intelligence 
community did not know at that time, or at 
levels that got to us . . . that there was seri-
ous questions about this report.’’ As she put 
it on another occasion: ‘‘[H]ad there been 
even a peep that the agency did not want 
that sentence in or that George Tenet did 
not want that sentence in, that the Director 
of Central Intelligence did not want it in, it 
would have been gone.’’ 

Ms. Rice’s claims were simply false. The 
CIA sent two memos to the National Secu-
rity Council—one of which was addressed to 
Ms. Rice personally—warning against includ-
ing the claim in a speech by the President. 
Director of Central Intelligence George 
Tenet also ‘‘argued personally’’ to Ms. Rice’s 
deputy national security adviser, Stephen 
Hadley, ‘‘that the allegation should not be 
used’’ by the President. Further, in the Octo-
ber 2002 NIE provided to top White House of-
ficials, the State Department’s Bureau of In-
telligence and Research had stated that 
claims that Iraq sought to acquire uranium 
in Africa were ‘‘highly dubious.’’

Ultimately, the White House was forced to 
admit its error. On July 9, 2003, White House 
spokesperson Ari Fleischer said that the 
statement about importing uranium from 
Africa ‘‘should not have risen to the level of 
a presidential speech.’’ The White House 
minimized the significance of the Adminis-
tration’s use of the Niger claim, arguing that 
it was ‘‘only a small part of an ‘over-
whelming’ case that Iraqi President Saddam 
Hussein posed a threat to the United 
States.’’

C. STATEMENTS ABOUT IRAQ’S CHEMICAL AND 
BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS PROGRAMS 

President Bush, Vice President Cheney, 
Secretary Rumsfeld, Secretary Powell, and 
National Security Advisor Rice made mis-
leading statements regarding Iraq’s chemical 
and biological weapons programs in 61 public 
appearances. In these appearances, the five 
officials made 84 different misleading state-
ments. These statements addressed three 
general topics: (1) Iraq’s chemical and bio-
logical weapons, (2) Iraq’s efforts to build un-
manned aerial vehicles (UAVs), and (3) Iraq’s 
mobile biological laboratories. 
1. Claims about Chemical and Biological Weap-

ons 
Prior to the war, there were questions 

within the intelligence community about 
whether Iraq in fact possessed stockpiles of 
chemical and biological weapons. Because 
Iraq previously had such stockpiles, had used 
them in the past, and had not adequately 
demonstrated that all previously produced 
stockpiles had been destroyed, the intel-
ligence community made an assessment in 
the October NIE that it was likely that Iraq 
continued to possess them. Because intel-
ligence agencies had no direct evidence of 
such stockpiles, however, the conclusions in 
the October NIE were cast in the context of 
an intelligence ‘‘estimate.’’ The NIE began 
its sections on chemical and biological weap-
ons with the phrases ‘‘we assess’’ and ‘‘we 
judge.’’ The NIE concluded that Iraq ‘‘prob-
ably’’ had stockpiled chemicals and ‘‘prob-
ably’’ had genetically engineered biological 
agents. The NIE also included major quali-
fiers, such as: ‘‘We lack specific information 
on many key aspects of Iraq’s WMD pro-
grams.’’

Other intelligence assessments specifically 
cited the uncertainty surrounding Iraq’s pos-
session of such stockpiles. In September 2002, 
the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) issued 
a report that concluded: ‘‘There is no reli-
able information on whether Iraq is pro-
ducing and stockpiling chemical weapons or 
where Iraq has—or will—establish its chem-
ical warfare agent production facilities.’’ 

The report also observed that ‘‘[a] substan-
tial amount of Iraq’s chemical warfare 
agents, precursors, munitions, and produc-
tion equipment were destroyed between 1991 
and 1998 as a result of Operation Desert 
Storm and UNSCOM (United Nations Special 
Commission) actions.’’ While the report as-
sessed that Iraq ‘‘probably’’ retained some 
‘‘CW agents,’’ it warned that ‘‘we lack any 
direct information.’’

Despite these uncertainties among the in-
telligence officials, the five Administration 
officials made 45 misleading statements in 35 
appearances about Iraq’s possession of chem-
ical or biological weapons. Often these state-
ments were misleading because they pro-
jected certainty about their claims. Sec-
retary Powell, for example, claimed, ‘‘there 
is no doubt in our mind that he still has 
chemical weapons stocks.’’ Secretary Rums-
feld stated: ‘‘He has at this moment stock-
piles of chemical and biological weapons.’’ 
Vice President Cheney asserted: ‘‘We know 
they have biological and chemical weapons.’’ 
And President Bush said bluntly, ‘‘He’s got 
them.’’

Administration officials sometimes 
claimed to have specific details about stock-
pile locations and movements. In his speech 
to the United Nations, for example, Sec-
retary Powell showed photographs of sup-
posed Iraqi chemical stockpiles, stating: 
‘‘How do I know that? How can I say that? 
Let me give you a closer look. Look at the 
image on the left. On the left is a close-up of 
one of the four chemical bunkers. The two 
arrows indicate the presence of sure signs 
that the bunkers are storing chemical muni-
tions.’’

Secretary Rumsfeld was even more spe-
cific, claiming that the Iraqis were ‘‘moving 
them to different locations as often as every 
12 to 24 hours and placing them in residential 
neighborhoods.’’ He also made this state-
ment: ‘‘We know where they are. They’re in 
the area around Tikrit and Baghdad and 
east, west, south, and north somewhat.’’

The five officials also drew selectively 
from individual intelligence sources. In 1995, 
Hussein Kamel, the Iraqi official who had 
been in charge of Iraq’s weapons of mass de-
struction programs, defected and described 
how Iraq had violated U.N. resolutions in the 
early 1990s. Administration officials cited 
these claims repeatedly. For example, Presi-
dent Bush said: ‘‘In 1995, after several years 
of deceit by the Iraqi regime, the head of 
Iraq’s military industries defected. It was 
then that the regime was forced to admit 
that it had produced more than 30,000 liters 
of anthrax and other deadly biological 
agents. . . . This is a massive stockpile of bi-
ological weapons that has never been ac-
counted for, and capable of killing millions.’’

President Bush failed to disclose, however, 
that this same defector reported to U.N. in-
spectors that Iraq had destroyed all of its 
chemical and biological weapons stocks. 

Since the war ended, the Iraq Survey 
Group has reported that it is unlikely that 
chemical or biological stockpiles existed 
prior to the war. As Dr. Kay concluded: ‘‘I’m 
personally convinced that there were not 
large stockpiles of newly produced weapons 
of mass destruction. We don’t find the peo-
ple, the documents or the physical plants 
that you would expect to find if the produc-
tion was going on.’’ Dr. Kay reported in Oc-
tober 2003 that ‘‘Iraq’s large-scale capability 
to develop, produce, and fill new CW muni-
tions was reduced—if not entirely de-
stroyed—during Operation Desert Storm and 
Desert Fox, 13 years of UN sanctions and UN 
inspections.’’

Director of Central Intelligence George 
Tenet echoed these findings: ‘‘It also appears 
that Iraq had the infrastructure and talent 
to resume production—but we have yet to 
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find that it actually did so, nor have we 
found weapons.’’ His bottom line was that 
‘‘we do not know if production took place—
and just as clearly—we have not yet found 
biological weapons.’’
2. Claims about Unmanned Aerial Vehicles 

Prior to the war, Administration officials 
raised the specter of Iraq using unmanned 
aerial vehicles (UAVs) to distribute chemical 
or biological weapons directly over the 
United States. Although there was agree-
ment within the intelligence community 
that Iraq had a UAV program, there was a 
sharp split over whether these UAVs were de-
signed to deliver chemical or biological 
weapons. The October NIE concluded that 
the UAV program was ‘‘probably’’ intended 
to deliver biological weapons. However, the 
government entity most knowledgeable 
about UAVs and their potential applications, 
the Air Force’s National Air and Space Intel-
ligence Center, disagreed with this conclu-
sion. According to the NIE, the U.S. Air 
Force ‘‘does not agree that Iraq is developing 
UAVs primarily intended to be delivery plat-
forms for chemical and biological (CBW) 
agents.’’ Instead, the Air Force experts as-
serted that ‘‘[t]he small size of Iraq’s new 
UAV strongly suggests a primary role of re-
connaissance.’’

The five Administration officials did not 
acknowledge these doubts in their public 
statements, however. Instead, they made 
misleading assertions regarding the purpose 
of the UAVs in 5 statements in 5 public ap-
pearances. 

For example, on October 7, 2002, just days 
before the October 10 and October 11, 2002, 
congressional votes on the Iraqi war resolu-
tion, President Bush claimed that ‘‘Iraq has 
a growing fleet of manned and unmanned 
aerial vehicles that could be used to disperse 
chemical or biological weapons.’’ He did not 
disclose that experts at the Air Force found 
such a use improbable. Instead, he high-
lighted the fear of Iraq’s UAVs being used 
‘‘for missions targeting the United States.’’ 
Such statements had an impact on members 
of Congress. For example, Senator Bill Nel-
son voted for the Iraq war resolution ‘‘pre-
cisely because of the administration’s UAV 
evidence.’’ He explained: ‘‘I was told not only 
that [Hussein had weapons of mass destruc-
tion] and that he had the means to deliver 
them through unmanned aerial vehicles, but 
that he had the capability of transporting 
those UAVs outside of Iraq and threatening 
the homeland here in America, specifically 
by putting them on ships off the eastern sea-
board. . . . I thought there was an imminent 
threat.’’

In his address to the United Nations, Sec-
retary Powell asserted: ‘‘UAVs are well suit-
ed for dispensing chemical and biological 
weapons. There is ample evidence that Iraq 
has dedicated much effort to developing and 
testing spray devices that could be adapted 
for UAVs.’’ In making his presentation to 
the U.N., Secretary Powell showed a photo of 
an ‘‘illustrative’’ UAV, which he suggested 
was well-suited for spraying chemical or bio-
logical weapons over the United States. This 
presentation affected members of Congress. 
Senator Dianne Feinstein stated that of the 
various pieces of evidence presented by Sec-
retary Powell, ‘‘The most compelling to me 
was the unmanned aerial vehicle and the de-
velopment of that with spray tanks. And he 
kind of laid down the fact that this could be 
in our country and there was a possibility 
that this might be used against the United 
States.’’

President Bush later highlighted Secretary 
Powell’s presentation, claiming: ‘‘All the 
world has now seen the footage of an Iraqi 
Mirage aircraft with a fuel tank modified to 
spray biological agents over wide areas. . . . 
A UAV launched from a vessel off the Amer-
ican coast could reach hundreds of miles in-
land.’’

The Iraq Survey Group found little to sub-
stantiate these claims. According to Dr. 
Kay’s January 28, testimony, Iraq’s UAV 
program ‘‘was not a strong point’’ because it 
was only ‘‘theoretically possible’’ to have 
‘‘snuck one of those on a ship off the East 
Coast of the United States that might have 
been able to deliver a small amount some-
place.’’ He found only that ‘‘at least one of 
those families of UAVs’’ was a ‘‘descendent’’ 
of another model that once had a ‘‘spray 
tank on it.’’ In his assessment, there was no 
‘‘existing deployment capability at that 
point for any sort of systematic military at-
tack.’’ 
3. Claims about Mobile Biological Laboratories 
In April and early May 2003, military 

forces found mobile trailers in Iraq. Al-
though intelligence experts disputed the pur-
pose of the trailers, Administration officials 
repeatedly asserted that they were mobile 
biological weapons laboratories. In total, 
President Bush, Vice President Cheney, Sec-
retary Rumsfeld, Secretary Powell, and Na-
tional Security Advisor Rice made 34 mis-
leading statements about the trailers in 27 
separate public appearances. 

Shortly after the trailers were found, the 
CIA and DIA issued an unclassified white 
paper evaluating the trailers. The white 
paper was released without coordination 
with other members of the intelligence com-
munity, however. It was disclosed later that 
engineers from DIA who examined the trail-
ers concluded that they were most likely 
used to produce hydrogen for artillery 
weather balloons. A former senior intel-
ligence official reported that ‘‘only one of 15 
intelligence analysts assembled from three 
agencies to discuss the issue in June en-
dorsed the white paper conclusion.’’

Despite these doubts within the intel-
ligence community, the five officials repeat-
edly misled Congress and the public about 
the trailers by asserting without qualifica-
tion that they were proof of Iraq’s biological 
weapons program. President Bush made per-
haps the most prominent misleading state-
ment on this matter when he proclaimed: 
‘‘We found the weapons of mass destruction. 
We found biological laboratories. You re-
member when Colin Powell stood up in front 
of the world, and he said, Iraq has got lab-
oratories, mobile labs to build biological 
weapons. They’re illegal. They’re against the 
United Nations resolutions, and we’ve so far 
discovered two. And we’ll find more weapons 
as time goes on. But for those who say we 
haven’t found the banned manufacturing de-
vices or banned weapons, they’re wrong, we 
found them.’’

Similarly, Secretary Powell’s comments 
about the trailers frequently asserted with 
certainty that the trailers were biological 
weapons laboratories. For example: 

On May 21, 2003, Secretary Powell said: 
‘‘The intelligence community has really 
looked hard at these vans, and we can find no 
other purpose for them. Although you can’t 
find actual germs on them, they have been 
cleaned and we don’t know whether they 
have been used for that purpose or not, but 
they were certainly designed and con-
structed for that purpose. And we have taken 
our time on this one because we wanted to 
make sure we got it right. And the intel-
ligence community, I think, is convinced 
now that that’s the purpose they served.’’

On May 22, 2003, Secretary Powell said, ‘‘So 
far, we have found the biological weapons 
vans that I spoke about when I presented the 
case to the United Nations on the 5th of Feb-
ruary, and there is no doubt in our minds 
now that those vans were designed for only 
one purpose, and that was to make biological 
weapons.’’

The doubts about the trailers were con-
firmed by the work of the Iraq Survey 
Group. According to Dr. Kay’s January 28, 
2004, testimony, ‘‘the consensus opinion is 

that when you look at those two trailers, 
while [they] had capabilities in many areas, 
their actual intended use was not for the 
production of biological weapons.’’ In a sepa-
rate interview, Dr. Kay explained that the 
trailers ‘‘were actually designed to produce 
hydrogen for weather balloons, or perhaps to 
produce rocket fuel.’’

D. STATEMENTS ABOUT IRAQ’S SUPPORT OF AL 
QAEDA 

Another key component of the case for 
going to war against Iraq was the claim that 
Iraq was supporting al Qaeda. As was the 
case with other featured claims the al Qaeda 
claims were disputed by intelligence officials 
within the Administration. Yet President 
Bush, Vice President Cheney, Secretary 
Rumsfeld, Secretary Powell, and National 
Security Advisor Rice regularly failed to ac-
knowledge these doubts or the weaknesses in 
the case linking Iraq and al Qaeda. They 
made 61 misleading statements about the 
strength of the Iraq-al Qaeda alliance in 52 
public appearances. 

Well before the war of Iraq, the October 
2002 National Intelligence Estimate made 
clear that the U.S. intelligence community 
had serious doubts about the threat of Iraq 
arming al Qaeda. In its section on ‘‘Con-
fidence Levels for Selected Key Judgements 
in This Estimate,’’ the NIE gave a ‘‘Low 
Confidence’’ rating to the notion of ‘‘Wheth-
er in desperation Saddam would share chem-
ical or biological weapons with Al Qa’ida.’’ 
The discussion of this possibility in the NIE 
contained highly qualified language: ‘‘Sad-
dam, if sufficiently desperate, might decide 
that only an organization such as al Qa’ida . 
. . could perpetuate the type of terrorist at-
tack that he would hope to conduct.’’ The 
NIE also reported that ‘‘Baghdad for now ap-
pears to be drawing a line short of con-
ducting terrorist attacks with conventional 
or CBW against the United States, fearing 
that exposure of Iraqi involvement would 
provide Washington a stronger cause for 
making war.’’

Director of Central Intelligence Tenet 
stated in an October 2002 letter that there 
were intelligence reports of contacts be-
tween al Qaeda and Iraq. At the same time, 
however, he asserted clear qualifiers for this 
information: ‘‘Our understanding of the rela-
tionship between Iraq and al- Qa’ida is evolv-
ing and is based on sources of varying reli-
ability.’’ Senators who were briefed by intel-
ligence officials in the fall of 2002 expressed 
skepticism about the significance of the 
link. For example, Senator JEFFORDS on Oc-
tober 8, 2002, stated, ‘‘While there is talk of 
cooperation between Iraq and al-Qaeda, and I 
don’t doubt that there has been some co-
operation, I have not seen any hard evidence 
of close cooperation.’’ According to another 
account, Sen. Richard J. Durbin . . . said 
some classified information he had seen did 
not support the administration’s portrayal 
of the Iraqi threat. ‘‘It’s troubling to have 
classified information that contradicts 
statements made by the administration,’’ 
Durbin said. ‘‘There’s more they should 
share with the public.’’ Durbin would not be 
more specific, but he did say the committee 
had received the views of some analysts who 
do not share the administration’s conclusion 
that Iraq was an urgent threat with impor-
tant links to al-Qaeda terrorists. 

Journalists also reported that many intel-
ligence officials within the Administration 
doubted the significance of reported contacts 
between Iraq and al Qaeda. According to one 
report: ‘‘[A]nalysts at the C.I.A. . . . believed 
that the evidence showed some contacts be-
tween Baghdad and the terrorist organiza-
tion, but not an operational alliance. . . . 
[A]t the C.I.A., many analysts believed that 
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Mr. bin Laden saw Mr. Hussein as one of the 
corrupt secular Arab leaders who should be 
toppled.’’ 

Despite the doubts of many intelligence 
analysts, the five Administration officials 
regularly asserted that there was a close re-
lationship between Iraq and al Qaeda. For 
example: 

In a November 7, 2002, speech, President 
Bush stated: Saddam Hussein is ‘‘a threat be-
cause he is dealing with al Qaeda. . . . [A] 
true threat facing our country is that an Al 
Qaeda-type network trained and armed by 
Saddam could attack America and not leave 
one fingerprint.’’ 

In his January 28, 2003, State of the Union 
address, President Bush stated: ‘‘Evidence 
from intelligence sources, secret commu-
nications, and statements by people now in 
custody reveal that Saddam Hussein aids and 
protects terrorists, including members of al 
Qaeda. Secretly, and without fingerprints, he 
could provide one of his hidden weapons to 
terrorists, or help them develop their own.’’ 

In his February 5, 2003, remarks to the 
United Nations, Secretary of State Colin 
Powell stated: ‘‘what I want to bring to your 
attention today is the potentially much 
more sinister nexus between Iraq and the al 
Qaeda terrorist network, a nexus that com-
bines classic terrorist organizations and 
modern methods of murder. Iraq today har-
bors a deadly terrorist network headed by 
Abu Musab al-Zarqawi, an associate and col-
laborator of Usama bin Laden and his al-
Qaeda lieutenants.’’ 

In his remarks on May 1, 2003, announcing 
the end of major combat operations in Iraq, 
President Bush stated: ‘‘The battle of Iraq is 
one victory in a war on terror that began on 
September the 11, 2001—and still goes on. . . . 
[T]he liberation of Iraq . . . removed an ally 
of al Qaeda.’’ 

Vice President Cheney’s statements on 
this topic repeatedly cited reports of a spe-
cific alleged Iraq–al Qaeda contact: A meet-
ing between Mohammed Atta, one of the 
September 11 hijackers, and a senior Iraqi of-
ficial in Prague a few months before Sep-
tember 11, 2001. For example, Vice President 
Cheney stated on September 14, 2003: ‘‘With 
respect to 9/11, of course, we’ve had the story 
that’s been public out there. The Czechs al-
leged that Mohammed Atta, the lead 
attacker, met in Prague with a senior Iraqi 
intelligence official five months before the 
attack, but we’ve never been able to develop 
any more of that yet either in terms of con-
firming it or discrediting it. We just don’t 
know.’’ 

The Vice President’s assertions about this 
meeting omitted key information. He did not 
acknowledge that the CIA and FBI had con-
cluded before the war in Iraq that ‘‘the meet-
ing probably did not take place’’; and Czech 
government officials had developed doubts 
regarding whether this meeting occurred; or 
that American records indicate that Mr. 
Atta was in Virginia Beach, Virginia, at the 
time of the purported meeting. 

Assessments following the war further 
highlighted the tenuous nature of the Ad-
ministration’s assertions about an Iraq–al 
Qaeda alliance. According to the New York 
Times, ‘‘Since American forces toppled the 
Hussein government and the United States 
gained access to captured Iraqi officials and 
Iraqi files, the C.I.A. has not yet uncovered 
evidence that has altered its prewar assess-
ment concerning the connections between 
Mr. Hussein and Osama bin Laden, the leader 
of al Qaeda, officials said.’’

Consistent with this view, during Dr. Kay’s 
testimony before the Senate Armed Services 
Committee on January 28, 2004, the following 
exchange occurred between Senator Warner 
and Dr. Kay. Senator Warner: Any evidence 
with regard to participation by either Sad-

dam Hussein or his principal henchmen in 
the WMD-sharing with al Qaeda or any other 
terrorist organizations? Dr. Kay: Senator 
Levin—Senator Warner, there is no evidence 
that I can think of that I know of. 

V. MISLEADING STATEMENTS BY INDIVIDUAL 
OFFICIALS 

A. PRESIDENT BUSH 
President Bush made 55 misleading state-

ments about the threat posed by Iraq in 27 
separate public statements or appearances. 

Of the 55 misleading statements by Presi-
dent Bush, 4 claimed that Iraq posed an ur-
gent threat; 14 exaggerated Iraq’s efforts to 
develop nuclear weapons; 18 overstated Iraq’s 
chemical or biological weapons capacity; and 
19 misrepresented Iraq’s links to al Qaeda. 

On October 7, 2002, just days before the Oc-
tober 10 and October 11, 2002 congressional 
votes on the Iraq war resolution, President 
Bush gave an address in Cincinnati, Ohio, 
about the threat posed by Iraq. In this 
speech, President Bush made 11 misleading 
statements about Iraq, the highest number 
of misleading statements in any single ap-
pearance by any of the five officials. In this 
single appearance, President Bush made mis-
leading statements about Iraq’s nuclear ca-
pabilities, Iraq’s efforts to procure alu-
minum tubes, Iraq’s chemical and biological 
capabilities, and Iraq’s connection to al 
Qaeda. 

Some of the misleading statements made 
by President Bush included the following: 
‘‘On its present course, the Iraqi regime is a 
threat of unique urgency. . . . It has devel-
oped weapons of mass death.’’ ‘‘The British 
government has learned that Saddam Hus-
sein recently sought significant quantities of 
uranium from Africa.’’ ‘‘The liberation of 
Iraq . . . removed an ally of al Qaeda.’’ ‘‘We 
found the weapons of mass destruction. . . . 
[F]or those who say we haven’t found the 
banned manufacturing devices or banned 
weapons, they’re wrong, we found them.’’

B. VICE PRESIDENT CHENEY 
Vice President Cheney made 51 misleading 

statements about the threat posed by Iraq in 
25 separate public statements or appear-
ances. 

Of the 51 misleading statements by Vice 
President Cheney, 1 claimed that Iraq posed 
an urgent threat; 22 exaggerated Iraq’s ef-
forts to develop nuclear weapons; 7 over-
stated Iraq’s chemical or biological weapons 
capacity; and 21 misrepresented Iraq’s links 
to al Qaeda. 

Some of the misleading statements made 
by Vice President Cheney included the fol-
lowing: ‘‘[W]e do know, with absolute cer-
tainty, that he is using his procurement sys-
tem to acquire the equipment he needs in 
order to enrich uranium to build a nuclear 
weapon.’’ Saddam Hussein ‘‘had an estab-
lished relationship with al Qaeda.’’ ‘‘[W]e be-
lieve he has, in fact, reconstituted nuclear 
weapons.’’

C. SECRETARY RUMSFELD 
Secretary Rumsfeld made 52 misleading 

statements about the threat posed by Iraq in 
23 separate public statements or appear-
ances. 

Of the 52 misleading statements by Sec-
retary Rumsfeld; 5 claimed that Iraq posed 
an urgent threat; 18 exaggerated Iraq’s ef-
forts to develop nuclear weapons; 21 over-
stated Iraq’s chemical or biological weapons 
capacity; and 8 misrepresented Iraq’s links 
to al Qaeda. 

Some of the misleading statements made 
by Secretary Rumsfeld included the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘Now transport yourself forward a year, 
two years, or a week, or a month, and if Sad-
dam Hussein were to take his weapons of 
mass destruction and transfer them, either 

use himself, or transfer them to the Al-
Qaeda, and somehow the Al-Qaeda were to 
engage in an attack on the United States 
. . . with a weapon of mass destruction 
you’re now talking about 300, or 3,000 people 
potentially being killed, but 30,000, or 100,000 
. . . human beings.’’

‘‘[Saddam Hussein’s] regime . . . recently 
was discovered seeking significant quantities 
of uranium from Africa.’’

‘‘We said they had a nuclear program. That 
was never any debate.’’

D. SECRETARY POWELL 
Secretary Powell made 50 misleading 

statements about the threat posed by Iraq in 
34 separate public statements or appear-
ances. 

Of the 50 misleading statements by Sec-
retary Powell, 1 claimed that Iraq posed an 
urgent threat; 10 exaggerated Iraq’s efforts 
to develop nuclear weapons; 32 overstated 
Iraq’s chemical or biological weapons capac-
ity; and 7 misrepresented Iraq’s links to al 
Qaeda. 

Sometimes Secretary Powell used caveats 
and qualifying language in his public state-
ments. For example, on March 9, 2003, he 
said, ‘‘Well with respect to the aluminum 
tubes, we still believe the case is out. The 
CIA has done a great deal of analysis on 
those tubes. They are not persuaded they 
were just for rockets. And, in fact, another 
nation this week, a European nation, came 
forward with some additional information 
that still, I think, leaves it an open question 
as to what the purpose of those tubes was.’’ 
Secretary Powell’s acknowledgement of dif-
ferences in this example was not an unquali-
fied statement that only mentioned one side 
of an intelligence debate. 

On numerous other occasions, however, 
Secretary Powell made unconditional state-
ments about the threats posed by Iraq with-
out disclosing the doubts of intelligence offi-
cials. Some of the misleading statements he 
made included the following:

‘‘Iraq is now concentrating . . . on devel-
oping and testing smaller UAVs. . . . UAVs 
are well suited for dispensing chemical and 
biological weapons.’’

‘‘The more we wait, the more chance there 
is for this dictator with clear ties to ter-
rorist groups, including al-Qaida, more time 
for him to pass a weapon, share a tech-
nology, or use these weapons again.’’

‘‘So far, we have found the biological weap-
ons vans that I spoke about when I presented 
the case to the United Nations on the 5th of 
February, and there is no doubt in our minds 
that those vans were designed for only one 
purpose, and that was to make biological 
weapons.’’

E. NATIONAL SECURITY ADVISOR RICE 
Ms. Rice made 29 misleading statements 

about the threat posed by Iraq in 16 separate 
public statements or appearances. 

Of the 29 misleading statements by Ms. 
Rice, 17 concerned Iraq’s efforts to develop 
nuclear weapons; 6 overstated Iraq’s chem-
ical or biological weapons capacity; and 6 
misrepresented Iraq’s links to al Qaeda. 

Some of the misleading statements made 
by Ms. Rice included the following: 

‘‘We do know that [Saddam Hussein] is ac-
tively pursuing a nuclear weapon.’’

‘‘We do know that there have been ship-
ments going into . . . Iraq, for instance, of 
aluminum tubes that really are only suited 
to—high quality aluminum tools that are 
only really suited for nuclear weapons pro-
grams, centrifuge programs.’’

‘‘[T]he declaration fails to account for or 
explain Iraq’s efforts to get uranium from 
abroad.’’

Ms. Rice made significantly more state-
ments that were false—8—than any of the 
other four officials. Many of these state-
ments came in June and July 2003 when ques-
tions were being raised about why President 
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Bush asserted in his State of the Union ad-
dress that Iraq was seeking to import ura-
nium from Africa. Ms. Rice repeatedly stated 
during this period that no one in the White 
House was informed of the doubts about this 
uranium claim. For example, she stated: 

‘‘We did not know at the time—no one 
knew at the time, in our circles—maybe 
someone knew down in the bowels of the 
agency, but no one in our circles knew that 
there were doubts and suspicions that this 
might be a forgery.’’

‘‘[H]ad there been even a peep that the 
agency did not want that sentence in or that 
George Tenet did not want that sentence in, 
that the director of Central Intelligence did 
not want it in, it would have been gone.’’

These statements were simply false. As ex-
plained above, the CIA had repeatedly com-
municated its objections to White House of-
ficials, including Ms. Rice. 

VI. CONCLUSION 
Because of the gravity of the subject and 

the President’s unique access to classified 
information, members of Congress and the 
public expect the President and his senior of-
ficials to take special care to be balanced 
and accurate in describing national security 
threats. It does not appear, however, that 
President Bush, Vice President Cheney, Sec-
retary Rumsfeld, Secretary Powell, and Na-
tional Security Advisor Rice met this stand-
ard in the case of Iraq. To the contrary, 
these five officials repeatedly made mis-
leading statements about the threat posed 
by Iraq. In 125 separate appearances, they 
made 11 misleading statements about the ur-
gency of Iraq’s threat, 81 misleading state-
ments about Iraq’s nuclear activities, 84 mis-
leading statements about Iraq’s chemical 
and biological capabilities, and 61 misleading 
statements about Iraq’s relationship with al 
Qaeda.

Some of the categories of the mis-
leading statements: A, a statement 
that Iraq posed an urgent threat; B, 
statements about Iraq’s nuclear capa-
bilities, including the claims about the 
status of the Iraqi nuclear program; 
the claims about the aluminum tubes; 
the claims about uranium from Africa. 

Then there is another category, 
statements about Iraq’s chemical and 
biological weapons programs, claims 
about chemical and biological weapons, 
about unmanned aerial vehicles, about 
mobile biological laboratories; and 
then there is a special part in this 
study about Iraq’s statements about 
Iraq’s support of al Qaeda. 

Then just to be fair to the four other 
members in the White House that work 
on these matters, there are misleading 
statements by individual officials. The 
first official is the President of the 
United States. The second official is 
the Vice President of the United 
States. The third official is the Sec-
retary of Defense, Donald Rumsfeld. 
The fourth category is the Secretary of 
State, Colin Powell, and the fifth cat-
egory is reserved for the National Se-
curity Adviser, Condoleezza Rice. 

I recommend these items and this 
study to each and every Member of the 
House; and I would be happy to discuss 
it, along with the ranking member of 
the Committee on Government Reform, 
with any of the Members of the Con-
gress on or off the record. 

HAITI 
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I turn 

now to a subject that I consider to be 

very important, and that is, Haiti, a 
beleaguered tiny nation in the western 
hemisphere that has been subject to a 
succession of activities that have 
caused President Jean-Bertrand 
Aristide, his wife, and children to flee 
from the country. 

I would like to commend the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LEE), the 
vice chair of the Progressive Caucus, 
who has introduced a truth bill to dis-
cover and uncover the truth about 
Haiti. It is a bill that would establish 
an independent commission and has 
been cosponsored by more than two 
dozen other Members, in which she 
calls for in this measure that we create 
an independent commission to inves-
tigate the circumstances that surround 
a democratically elected president 
being forcibly driven from his office 
and forced to leave the country, which 
is, incidentally, the second time this 
has happened during the election of 
President Aristide.

b 2030 

This last time raises some quite am-
biguous questions that we need to re-
solve. Did the United States Govern-
ment impede democracy and in any 
way contribute to the overthrow of the 
Aristide government? What were the 
circumstances that the President 
issued a resignation? To what extent 
did the United States impede efforts by 
the international community to pre-
vent the overthrow of the democrat-
ically elected Government of Haiti? 
What was the role of the United States 
in influencing decisions regarding 
Haiti at the United Nations Security 
Council in discussions between Haiti 
and other countries that were appar-
ently willing to assist in the preserva-
tion of the democratically elected Gov-
ernment of Haiti by sending security 
forces there? Was our assistance pro-
vided or were U.S. personnel involved 
in supporting indirectly the forces op-
posed to the President of Haiti? And, 
finally, was there bilateral assistance 
from the United States channeled 
through nongovernmental organiza-
tions that were directly or indirectly 
associated with political groups ac-
tively involved in creating hostilities, 
and in some instances violence, toward 
the government of President Aristide 
and citizens who supported the Presi-
dent of that country? 

And so we have referred that House 
Resolution 2625 to the appropriate 
Committee on Government Reform to 
be acted upon. We think this is a very 
important, very timely activity, and 
we are hoping that there can be a per-
fectly candid impartial commission 
formed to study these vexing questions 
that have been propounded in the pro-
posal of the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LEE).

f 

THE TRAGEDY IN SPAIN AND 
HEALTH CARE REFORM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KLINE). Under the Speaker’s announced 

policy of January 7, 2003, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BURGESS) is 
recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the majority leader. 

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, I too 
want to touch on a variety of subjects 
tonight. There are so many things that 
are before this body and before the 
country, and I think it is important to 
speak out about a number of them. 

The first thing, Mr. Speaker, that is 
on my mind, of course, is the terrible 
tragedy that happened in Spain last 
week. And in the sad aftermath of the 
bombings in Madrid, unfortunately we 
see coming from that some sort of new 
strategy to deal with the war on terror 
and it is a most unwelcome strategy. 
This is a strategy of capitulation and 
of compromise. It is a strategy, in 
short, of surrender. In that surrender, 
what do we give up? We give up secu-
rity, we give up our beliefs, and we give 
up our values. 

Mr. Speaker, I am here tonight to 
say that ‘‘Appeasement does not bring 
peace.’’ Just ask Neville Chamberlain. 
‘‘Compromise with hate will not 
work.’’ Remember Joseph Stalin? 

Mr. Speaker, these terrorists are not 
seeking peace. They seek to terrorize. 
Their desire is to bring ruin and disrup-
tion into people’s lives. They want con-
trol, but we must stand firm. 

The war on terrorism was brought to 
this country in September of 2001. Our 
President, George Bush, responded to 
that act of war in an address to this 
House with these wise words: ‘‘The pic-
tures of airplanes flying into buildings, 
fires burning, huge structures col-
lapsing, have filled us with disbelief, 
terrible sadness, and a quiet unyielding 
anger. These acts of mass murder were 
intended to frighten our Nation into 
chaos and retreat, but they have failed. 
Our country is strong. A great people 
has been moved to defend a great Na-
tion. Terrorist attacks can shake the 
foundation of our largest buildings, but 
they cannot touch the foundation of 
America. These acts shattered steel, 
but they cannot dent the steel of 
American resolve. America was tar-
geted for attack because we are the 
brightest beacon for freedom and op-
portunity in the world, and no one will 
keep that light from shining.’’ Presi-
dent George Bush, September 2001. 

Mr. Speaker, I, like everyone else in 
this House, was greatly saddened by 
the attacks in Spain. It is a mournful 
time for the people of Spain and for all 
of Europe as they bury their dead. But 
in the midst of this sorrow a more 
menacing problem is evolving. People 
are blaming the war on terrorism for 
causing the attack, and using this as a 
reason to vote out a strong ally in this 
war. In fact, I would remind the Speak-
er that Prime Minister Aznar was in 
this House and spoke to the House and 
Senate just a scant 5 weeks ago and re-
ceived standing ovation after standing 
ovation in this House at the time he 
delivered his address. 

In voting out the strong ally in the 
war on terror, the people of Spain have 
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actually handed over their government 
that will now shrink in the face of ter-
rorism. The Spanish voters have hand-
ed to the terrorists their largest vic-
tory to date. No doubt the terrorists 
will feel emboldened. They feel vic-
torious. They were able to cause chaos 
and disrupt an entire government. Is 
this the signal we wish to send the ter-
rorists? Is this the type of behavior 
that we would seek to reward? 

Quoting an editorial today in The 
Washington Post; ‘‘The rash response 
by Jose Rodriguez Zapatero, Prime 
Minister Elect, will probably convince 
the extremists that they are able to 
sway Spanish policy with mass murder, 
and they succeeded brilliantly.’’ 

Make no mistake, Mr. Speaker, we 
are winning this war. And, in fact, an 
article from my hometown paper, the 
Dallas Morning News, today stated, 
‘‘The Prime Minister of the Nether-
lands found that it was important in 
the international community that we 
stand shoulder to shoulder and show 
solidarity to fight against these ter-
rible attacks. We share that same 
goal.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, last month, I was in 
Pakistan with part of a congressional 
delegation of the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform and President Pervez 
Musharraf spoke to our group. Speak-
ing to Members of Congress, he said, 
and I quote, ‘‘The United States and 
this administration represents truly 
the last best chance for peace in this 
troubled region.’’ Indeed, Mr. Speaker, 
that is correct. 

Both Iraq and Afghanistan have been 
freed from brutal totalitarian regimes. 
Both countries are now functioning 
under their interim constitutions, and 
both will soon hold free elections. 
America is winning the war on ter-
rorism. This is no time for our resolve 
to weaken. This is no time for the lead-
ers, or those who would be leaders on 
our national stage, to exhibit capitula-
tion with the enemy. 

Mr. Speaker, we have heard a great 
deal about health care on the floor of 
the House tonight, and I feel obligated 
to speak to that as well. Some of the 
comments that were just offered by the 
gentleman from Michigan particularly 
deserve and, in fact, demand a re-
sponse. His vision for the country being 
under a single-payer, government-run 
system is one that, quite frankly, 
causes me to shudder. I cannot imagine 
giving up that degree of control over 
my life or my family’s life to the Fed-
eral Government. 

Mr. Speaker, I think back to a time 
last summer when I was visiting in 
Iraq and got to see their health care 
system. They have been under a single-
payer, government-run system for 20 or 
30 years, and the state of their health 
care system was below pitiful. So that 
does not seem to me to be a valid solu-
tion to health care in this country. 

Mr. Speaker, we passed some pretty 
major health care legislation back at 
the end of last year, in November, H.R. 
1, the Medicare Prescription Drug and 

Modernization Act. On December 8, 
2003, our President, George W. Bush, 
signed into law H.R. 1. This bill will in-
stitute sweeping new changes into the 
Medicare program, extending prescrip-
tion drug coverage for the first time 
ever, and improving the program in 
ways that will make America’s health 
care system healthier, stronger, and 
happier. 

The United States House of Rep-
resentatives approved H.R. 1 November 
22, 2003. The vote was 220 to 215. The 
United States Senate approved the bill 
by a vote of 54–44 on November 25, 2003. 
When the bill came before the United 
States House of Representatives for a 
vote, I, along with 220 Members of the 
House, voted in favor of this measure. 

Mr. Speaker, we all know no bill is 
perfect, but there were several impor-
tant provisions included in the bill 
that will dramatically improve the 
Medicare program and seniors’ health. 
And just as importantly, as we have 
also heard tonight from the gentleman 
from New Hampshire, there were other 
provisions in this bill that will improve 
health care in general for generations 
to come. 

In regards to immediate assistance. 
Starting this summer, seniors will 
have access to a Medicare drug dis-
count card that will provide discounts 
of up to 25 percent of their drug costs. 
Low-income seniors will have addi-
tional assistance through the discount 
card program, having an additional 
$600 annual supplemental along with 
their discount cards. 

The Medicare prescription drug cov-
erage. For the first time since the cre-
ation of the Medicare program, pre-
scription drug coverage will be avail-
able to all seniors covered by the pro-
gram. Under the program, which will 
go into effect in the year 2006, a major-
ity of seniors will see dramatic reduc-
tions in their drug spending. For a $35 
monthly premium and a $250 annual de-
duction, Medicare will pay 75 percent 
of the prescription drug costs up to 
$2,250. Seniors are responsible for costs 
between $2,251 up to $3,600. When an-
nual drug spending reaches $3,600 a 
year, Medicare pays 95 percent of all 
drug costs after that point. Low-in-
come seniors will be covered by an even 
more extensive drug benefit with little 
or no cost-sharing on the part of the 
beneficiary and total coverage for all 
yearly drug costs. 

The bill itself has several provisions 
that will speed market entry of cheap-
er generic drugs. Key reforms to the 
Hatch-Waxman Act, the Federal law 
governing generic drug introduction, 
will provide brand name manufacturers 
only one 30-day stay for generic pro-
duction once the patent expires. 

Another way the bill establishes for 
realistic market controls to drug pric-
ing is by reforming the average whole-
sale price structure. This price struc-
ture is reported by drug manufacturers 
and rarely has any relation to what 
physicians actually pay for drugs. 
Without reform, overpayment, due to 

the average wholesale price, could 
reach into millions of dollars. 

Protecting retiree health benefit 
plans. A major concern of mine as Con-
gress considered this bill is how it 
would treat retiree health plans. Sev-
eral of my constituents expressed their 
deep concerns that with the creation of 
a new Medicare benefit that their com-
pany would drop their retiree health 
plan. I shared their concern, and I 
worked with the conference committee 
members to ensure that the bill did 
protect retiree health plans. 

The bill will support 28 percent of a 
retiree’s drug costs between $250 and 
$5,000. That is equal to nearly two-
thirds of the actuarial value of the 
standard benefit. The subsidy is also 
excludable from tax indication, raising 
its total value in the bill by $18 billion. 

Mr. Speaker, we heard a little earlier 
about health savings accounts. H.R. 1 
creates new accounts that allows indi-
viduals and families to accumulate 
tax-free assets devoted to their health 
needs. The accounts will allow workers 
under the age of 65 to accumulate tax-
free savings for lifetime health care 
needs if they have a qualified health 
plan. Health savings accounts require 
qualified plans that have a minimum 
deductible of $1,000, with a $5,000 cap on 
yearly out-of-pocket expenses. 

These amounts are doubled for fam-
ily policies. Individuals can make 
pretax contributions of up to 100 per-
cent of the health plan deductible. The 
maximum annual contribution is $2,600 
for individuals and $5,150 for families, 
indexed annually for inflation.

b 2045 

Pretax contributions can be made by 
individuals, their employers and family 
members. Individuals ages 55 to 65 can 
make additional pretax catch-up con-
tributions not covered by the insurance 
policy. Tax-free distributions can be 
made for continuation coverage periods 
by Federal law such as COBRA pay-
ments, health care insurance for the 
unemployed, and long-term care insur-
ance. 

Health savings accounts will change 
the face of health care coverage in the 
United States. The individual owns the 
account. The savings follow the indi-
vidual from job to job into retirement. 
The flexibility and asset accumulation 
characteristics of these accounts will 
help millions of Americans save for 
their health needs. Health savings ac-
counts will also encourage individuals 
to buy health plans that better suit 
their needs so insurance kicks in only 
when it is truly needed. Moreover, indi-
viduals will make cost-conscious deci-
sions if they are spending their own 
money rather than someone else’s 
money. 

One of the major problems facing the 
Medicare program is the low rate at 
which it reimburses doctors for their 
services. As the Medicare program has 
cut rates, some physicians have 
stopped providing treatments to Medi-
care patients. This reduction in access 
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to a wide range of physicians could 
have a detrimental impact on many 
seniors. In order to maintain adequate 
physician participation in the Medi-
care program, H.R. 1 rescinds a cut in 
physician payments and increases pay-
ments over the next 2 years. All physi-
cians and providers, such as physician 
assistants, nurse practitioners, occupa-
tional therapists and other providers 
paid under the Medicare physician fee 
schedule will see a 1.5 percent payment 
rate increase under the House bill in-
stead of the 4.5 percent payment cut in 
2004. This produces a net increase of 
nearly 6 percent in payment rates in 
the year 2004. 

An additional 1.5 percent increase 
will replace another projected cut in 
2005. To address the volatility in physi-
cian payment updates over time, the 
bill changes the formula used to cal-
culate payments by using a 10-year 
rolling average measure instead of the 
current single year measure. H.R. 1 ad-
dresses the scarcity of physicians in 
rural areas of the country. To help 
rural and other areas with few physi-
cians with recruitment and retention, 
Medicare will pay a 5 percent bonus to 
physicians providing care in scarcity 
areas in 2005 through 2007. Both pri-
mary care doctors and specialists 
would be eligible for this bonus if they 
provide care in scarcity areas. 

Mr. Speaker, a question that I am 
often asked about the Medicare bill is, 
why? Why did you undertake such a 
big, sweeping change to Medicare? 

One of the first things I need to say 
is all of the changes that were imple-
mented in H.R. 1 are entirely vol-
untary, that is, if someone in the sys-
tem likes what they have in the Medi-
care system, they do not have to 
change. They do not need to purchase a 
prescription drug benefit; they cer-
tainly do not need to avail themselves 
of any other of the other benefits, such 
as health savings accounts, that are 
available in the Medicare bill. 

But, Mr. Speaker, from 1965 when 
Medicare was first enacted in this 
country, there was something missing 
from the program and what was miss-
ing was prescription drug coverage. In 
1965, it may not have mattered as 
much. The major expenses that a sen-
ior faced back then from the medical 
system was either undergoing an oper-
ation or prolonged hospitalization for, 
say, treatment of pneumonia. Prescrip-
tion drugs were few and far between. 
There was only penicillin and corti-
sone, and those were interchangeable 
back then. But a lot has changed since 
1965. In the 21st century, we have an 
enormous pharmaceutical capability 
that was really unimagined 38 years 
ago when Medicare was brought into 
being. 

Mr. Speaker, it was crucial that this 
gap be addressed. We are spending $287 
billion a year on the Medicare program 
this year without considering prescrip-
tion drugs. We are spending a tremen-
dous amount of money and are sched-
uled to spend a tremendous amount of 

money year in and year out on Medi-
care, and we are not getting value for 
our dollar. 

As my colleague from New Hamp-
shire pointed out earlier, earlier treat-
ment of disease can reduce the overall 
cost for treating an episode of disease. 

Finally, we have heard a lot in re-
gards to the cost of the Medicare bill 
and the cost of the prescription drug 
benefit. Over 10 years’ time, $395 billion 
was the estimate from the Congres-
sional Budget Office, and more re-
cently the White House Office of Man-
agement and Budget came out with a 
figure of $535 billion over 10 years, or 
numbers to that effect. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to point 
out there are some areas for cost sav-
ings within Medicare. We had before 
this House about a year ago this week 
a bill H.R. 5, which would have re-
formed the medical liability system in 
this country. The House passed it. Un-
fortunately, the legislation has stalled 
on the other side of the Capitol. I have 
great hopes that someday it will move, 
but it is not on the horizon right now. 

By reforming the medical liability 
system in this country and undoing 
some of the effects of the cost of defen-
sive medicine, not just the cost people 
pay for insurance premiums, but the 
cost of defensive medicine, could reap 
enormous benefits. There was a study 
done in Stanford, California, in 1996 
that showed within the Medicare sys-
tem, just in the Medicare system, the 
cost of defensive medicine added $50 
billion a year to the cost of Medicare in 
this country. 

There is our prescription drug ben-
efit. No matter whose figures we use, 
the Congressional Budget Office or the 
OMB, it is $50 billion in 1996 dollars 
each year savings from removing the 
cost of defensive medicine. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to yield to 
the gentleman from New Mexico (Mr. 
PEARCE). 

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding me this 
time. This subject of exactly why we 
did take up the Medicare and prescrip-
tion drug bill comes up frequently, and 
it is a question that people really do
concern themselves with. 

For me as a business owner, when I 
came to this body and looked at the 
budget and realized that almost all 
economists agreed that within 4 to 10 
years Medicare would put such deep 
stress on the budget, we may not have 
solutions to it. 

As a business owner, if I see that 
kind of problem 5 to 10 years down the 
road, I know I must do something 
today to begin to defuse the demand, 
defuse the problem well before it ar-
rives. 

As we began to develop the program, 
the Medicare prescription drug bill, I 
began to ask questions and to make re-
quests of my own. One of the things 
that several Members did was sign a 
letter saying if you do not give equal 
reimbursement to the rural areas, we 
will not vote for any bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I campaigned saying we 
should treat the rural areas of America 
fairly, that they needed to be com-
pensated the same way because that is 
not the case in the past. We got 100 per-
cent equality for rural hospitals in this 
bill, and it is one thing that affects my 
district tremendously. It was not just 
affordability of care that was at stake 
in my district; it was the access to 
care, even having hospitals that would 
operate and be in the district, and so 
this one component of equalizing the 
reimbursement rate in our rural hos-
pitals was key. 

Another element that caused me to 
think there were good elements of the 
bill and it deserved support was the 
way border hospitals are treated. Bor-
der hospitals have a mandate by the 
immigration service that if an immi-
grant comes to a hospital with a med-
ical problem, that hospital at its own 
expense or the expense of the county in 
which it is located, will transfer the 
person to the nearest facility where 
treatment can be given. Hospitals in 
my district are severely burdened. My 
district is on the border of Mexico, and 
the hospitals complain about the un-
funded mandates to transport and to 
treat many medical conditions. Then 
the immigrants are taken back to the 
border and deposited there to return to 
their homes. 

Mr. Speaker, that was another ele-
ment that I campaigned on saying that 
we should get reimbursement for those 
costs mandated by the Federal Govern-
ment. In this bill there is $1 billion to 
begin to help border hospitals pay for 
the costs that they face through an un-
funded mandate by the Federal Govern-
ment in the immigration department. 

Those two things really began to con-
vince me that for rural New Mexico, 
the Medicare bill had a good beginning, 
but it did not stop there. The dis-
proportionate share hospitals also re-
ceived an increase in funding level. 
Again, that affects most of the hos-
pitals in my district. We also dealt 
with the reimbursement for rural phy-
sicians in this bill. Again, a win for 
New Mexico. So it began to look to me 
like we had the elements to build a 
successful bill on, that we had some 
long-term cures that were a long time 
in coming, and I was proud to be a part 
of those. 

As we got into the philosophy of the 
bill, I think that is where we really 
began to see the need for change, the 
need for systemic change. One example 
of how we do things upside down in 
Medicare and in providing government 
coverage for Medicare is that we cause 
incentives to go to the most high-
priced objective. We all know that for a 
small copay you can get any pharma-
ceutical that you would like to have. 
Once you reach the copay, you might 
as well get the expensive as the generic 
because there is no difference. 

If we turned the incentive upside 
down and were to provide coverage for 
the generic, and if you want then the 
expensive version of the same drug, 
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you would have to provide the dif-
ference, that was a compelling way to 
me that we could change behavior and 
change buying patterns throughout the 
country. 

One of the things that we did in this 
bill was we began to limit the powers 
of the drug companies. I appreciate 
what the pharmaceutical companies 
have done in this country. They have 
created pharmaceuticals that are ex-
tending lives beyond belief. The fastest 
population group in America is over 100 
years old. The second fastest growing 
age group is 85 to 100. These extensions 
of life and the quality of life that is ex-
perienced is because of the good work 
that the pharmaceutical companies do; 
but the pharmaceutical companies are 
just like the rest of us. They will take 
advantage when advantage given. 

There was a practice of extending 
patents indefinitely. At the end of the 
patent period, they would change a few 
words and change the patent again. It 
was legal, but it was something which 
many felt was not right. In this bill, we 
limited the extensions to one. You get 
your original patent period, and then 
one extension. That will bring generic 
drugs to the market sooner. Just to 
make sure that the generic drugs come 
to the market sooner and we get com-
petition sooner, we went ahead and put 
provisions in that would encourage the
generics to be brought to market soon-
er. 

We just wanted the drug companies 
to know that we appreciate what they 
do, but we also wanted to give them a 
small wake-up call that there were 
practices that we felt like were not in 
the best interest of all Americans. And 
so those changes were made here. 
Again, a very positive component that 
I felt began to justify this particular 
bill to be voted for. 

Another thing that we did were 
health savings accounts. My colleagues 
have talked about that tonight, but I 
will give my brief summary. Health 
savings accounts are really medical 
IRAs. Americans can put in money tax 
free at any age, and at any age you can 
take money out tax free. That makes 
the health dollar worth 30 to 40 percent 
more, depending where you are in the 
income spectrum. 

So you have a medical IRA that you 
put money into tax free at any age, 
about $5,000 a year, and you can take 
money out at any age if you use it to 
pay for medical benefits. You can pay 
for your premiums out of this health 
savings account; you can pay for your 
deductibles out of the health savings 
accounts, as well as prescription drugs 
or any other medical expense. 

The nice thing about health savings 
accounts are they are a part of your es-
tate. If you do not use it for your med-
ical needs, you are able to pass it on to 
the next generation and to the next 
generation so that your children and 
grandchildren have a head start on 
paying for their medical needs. 

I will tell Members, as a small busi-
ness owner, the way that I would have 

dealt with this, and my wife and I sold 
our business in October of last year so 
I no longer have employees that would 
qualify for this, but the way I would 
deal with this particular situation is I 
would begin to give pay and bonuses 
into that account. So instead of giving 
pay increases, I would pay the increase 
into the health savings account. I 
would try to put $5,000 a year for every 
employee into the account, where the 
money was worth 30 to 40 percent more, 
and also where they could begin to use 
it to pay out of an account that has 
been put into their name, and they can 
pay out of that account to pay for pre-
miums and deductibles. 

I think as we build the size of the ac-
count, we can all see that we can begin 
to shop for higher deductible insur-
ance. Right now most of the time when 
I shopped for health insurance, it was 
either a $500 or $1,000 deductible. But if 
a small business has helped pay in 
$5,000 to $20,000 into a health savings 
account, and knows that no one is 
going to be disadvantaged, then we 
begin to shop for maybe $5,000 
deductibles. It is at that point the 
health insurance costs begin to col-
lapse tremendously and we put the 
health care, the health insurance costs 
back within the reach of the average 
wage earner.

b 2100 

Ten percent of my employees had in-
surance costs of more than $1,000 a 
month. With 20 and 30 percent in-
creases, you could look at 3 years from 
now having $2,000 a month. There is a 
point, Mr. Speaker, at which no one 
can afford health insurance. The health 
savings account, this medical IRA, be-
gins to change the way that we think 
about health insurance. It begins to 
change buying patterns so that long 
term we begin to affect the price of 
medical services themselves. One of the 
most important things that we did in 
this bill is began to understand that if 
we will catch problems at the front, at 
their initiation, they are far easier and 
cheaper to take care of. 

One of the reasons that Medicare has 
been so expensive, one of the reasons it 
stands to break the budget of the 
United States, is that we have no pre-
ventive medicine. At least we did not 
until we passed this bill. In other 
words, we would not do screenings but 
Medicare would pay for the full cost of 
operations, heart surgeries, cancer 
treatments after they were full-blown. 

In this bill with screenings, physical 
exams and preventive medicines guar-
anteed, I think that we are going to 
begin to collapse the cost of this Medi-
care bill overall down below what it 
has been, rather than the astronomical 
increases that we are seeing projected; 
because I think, as the good doctor has 
pointed out, that there are applications 
in this bill which will save us money, 
not cost us money. 

The gentleman from Texas explained 
adequately that the benefit programs 
were one of the main questions that he 

faces in his district. Benefit programs 
are a concern to all of us. Many compa-
nies have employees who have retired 
and are using that company benefit for 
their health insurance. I have experi-
enced the same concerns in my district 
that the gentleman from Texas has ex-
perienced, of people wondering, well, if 
you put this in place, then my com-
pany is going to drop it, they are going 
to drop the coverage that I currently 
have. That disappointed them. It con-
cerned them. 

I will tell you that we did something 
in this bill that to me made sense. We 
have our opponents, those people who 
want to criticize the bill, saying that 
we are giving corporate welfare. Mr. 
Speaker, what they are talking about 
is that we are giving an incentive, we 
are helping these companies that pay 
retirees’ health benefits, we are giving 
those companies incentives to keep the 
benefits in place. We are saying that if 
the Federal Government can pay 20 or 
25 percent and cause them to keep that 
health benefit in place for the retirees, 
that that is going to be far preferable 
to having the company drop the cov-
erage and having Medicare pick up 100 
percent of the coverage. And so those 
opponents of this bill who claim that it 
is corporate welfare can do so; but 
when they do so, they have to not be 
telling the full truth that we did it in 
order to encourage companies to keep 
those benefit plans open for retirees 
who really think they have got good 
plans. 

One of the most important parts of 
this bill, Mr. Speaker, was the concept 
of choice, the ability to choose whether 
you like the current plan you are 
under, the traditional Medicare, or 
whether you want to opt out and move 
into the new plans that will be offered 
as competing plans for this program. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not see anyone 
complaining about the right to choose. 
I see a lot of people complaining about 
the potential of being mandated to 
move into a complete private sector 
but not one person has said, don’t give 
me a choice. I will tell you that the 
right to choose is one of the most fun-
damental parts of our American soci-
ety and I am proud that in this bill we 
have given our seniors the right to stay 
where they are, to use Medicare com-
pletely as it is without any changes, 
but we have also given them a right to 
choose a different kind of coverage 
that meets their needs more. 

Mr. Speaker, there are many reasons 
that I voted for this bill but the main 
ones were I believe that systemically it 
began to address the long-term changes 
that are necessary to make Medicare 
viable for the rest of this generation, 
for the next generation and the genera-
tions beyond. Access to affordable 
health care in rural parts of the coun-
try just cemented my belief that we 
have done very good work in this par-
ticular bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I have more things to 
say but I would like to yield back to 
the gentleman from Texas and let him 
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continue and I will wait for the next 
coverage that he gives to me. 

Mr. BURGESS. I thank the gen-
tleman from New Mexico. We heard 
earlier this evening the gentleman 
from Michigan stand up and talk about 
paying for health care. Mr. Speaker, an 
op-ed piece by Ronald Brownstein out 
in Los Angeles, California in December 
talked about that he thought there 
were only two ways to pay for health 
care in this country: One was an em-
ployer-given indemnity insurance plan 
and the other is a government-paid sys-
tem. As a longtime participant in the 
health care field, there is a certain seg-
ment of health care that is delivered 
free of charge. It is uncompensated be-
cause someone either cannot pay or 
will not pay, and the bill therefore is 
uncompensated and the hospital or 
physician or provider simply eats that 
charge, and that goes on every day of 
the week. 

But there is a fourth source and that 
is, of course, the individual who is 
going to write a check themselves, 
going to pay for their care themselves 
out of pocket. One of the problems in 
the world nowadays is that medical 
care has become so expensive so many 
people find that daunting, but that is 
why the health savings accounts not 
just for seniors but started at an early 
age and really making them available 
to all Americans, that is why that is 
such a crucial part of the overall re-
form encompassed within the Medicare 
bill. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from 
Michigan also referenced the news-
paper Roll Call. We are all familiar 
with Roll Call up here on the Hill. Cer-
tainly the writers in Roll Call are no 
particular friend of the President of 
the United States. In fact, sometimes 
they are quite critical of him. On one 
of those occasions where the gentleman 
that writes the column Pennsylvania 
Avenue was very critical of the Presi-
dent was right after the State of the 
Union address, I believe it was the 
Monday following the President’s State 
of the Union address, where in this 
House he addressed both Houses of Con-
gress and said that he appreciated what 
we had done with health savings ac-
counts, he wanted now to extend that, 
he wanted there to be full deductibility 
for a so-called catastrophic medical in-
surance policy, that a person would be 
able to deduct the cost of that from 
their income taxes. 

Mr. Speaker, combining the power of 
the HSA with full deductibility of cata-
strophic coverage pretty much removes 
from consideration, that is, anyone 
who pays insurance in this country 
would no longer have an excuse for not 
having health insurance. We would 
have given them every reason to spend 
those tax-deferred dollars on the insur-
ance coverage that they need. 

One of the other programs that the 
President talked about that night, and 
I think the gentleman from Michigan 
also referenced this, was association 
health plans. Association health plans 

are a critical tool that allows small 
businesses of a similar business model 
to band together across State lines if 
necessary and get the purchasing 
power of a larger corporation, an idea 
that has a lot of common sense to it. 
An organization such as a collection of 
chambers of commerce, for example, or 
a collection of realtors, for example, 
these would be businesses of a similar 
business model, they could group to-
gether; a group of realtors could go in 
together and get more purchasing 
power with the money they use to buy 
health insurance policies and extend 
coverage and keep people from drop-
ping out of providing insurance cov-
erage to their employees, one of the 
problems that the gentleman from 
Michigan referenced. 

Association health plans were again 
passed in this House in June of last 
year and again that is an example of 
some legislation that sort of stalled on 
the other side of the Capitol Building. 
I hope that it will get taken up at some 
point. 

There is another measure, Mr. Speak-
er. The gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. 
GRANGER), my next door neighbor in 
Fort Worth, has a bill to provide tax 
credits for the uninsured. You may say, 
gosh, that is great. Somebody who pays 
income taxes can now afford health in-
surance. But what about someone who 
does not make enough money to pay 
income taxes? What are they going to 
do for insurance? This would be a pre-
fundable tax credit, available to some-
one at the beginning of the year to use 
for the purchase of a health insurance 
policy. 

Mr. Speaker, the combination of 
these three things, the health savings 
accounts with the inclusion of the cat-
astrophic policy, with full deduct-
ibility of a catastrophic policy, asso-
ciation health plans and tax credits for 
the uninsured, comprise a fairly sig-
nificant number of the uninsured who 
can be taken off the rolls of the unin-
sured. 

Mr. Kondracke was kind of critical of 
the President after those three pro-
posals were sort of wrapped together in 
the State of the Union address. Mr. 
Kondracke said, gosh, that will only 
cover a quarter of the people who are 
uninsured in this country. Mr. Speak-
er, that is 10 million people, in excess 
of 10 million people. I submit if we 
have the power in our hands, without 
any heavy lifting, to provide coverage 
to 10 million uninsured by the end of 
this year without increasing the def-
icit, for heaven’s sake that is some-
thing we should do. There should be a 
moral imperative for us to take up and 
pass that legislation. 

I urge other Members of this body to 
look favorably on tax credits for the 
uninsured when that legislation comes 
forward. I would encourage the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means to let that 
be reported out of committee and come 
to this House for a vote. Again, good 
legislation that has stalled at the other 
end of the Capitol needs to see the 
light of day. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, again my 
condolences to the people in Spain. I 
want to finish up tonight by yielding 
back the remainder of the time to the 
gentleman from New Mexico and thank 
him for his participation in this hour 
of debate this evening. 

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Speaker, if I could 
request how much time is remaining. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BONNER). The Chair advises that there 
are 24 minutes remaining for this par-
ticular time period for the majority. 

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to discuss even a broader concept 
in health care costs. One of the most 
urgent questions that I get when I am 
in my district, people wonder how are 
we going to afford health care costs. 
How can we afford health insurance? 
What are the components of that? All 
of us, myself included, would look for 
easy solutions. We would want a bill 
that we could pass that would just 
limit the cost of care. Maybe it is by 
fixing prices in the pharmaceutical in-
dustry or maybe fixing prices that the 
doctors are able to charge. Some peo-
ple want to go in and limit the capa-
bility of insurance companies to raise 
their prices to pay for the costs that 
they have. Mr. Speaker, anything that 
we attempt is going to be simplistic 
and will be, without doubt, ineffective. 
The reasons that our health care is so 
expensive, is, frankly because we are 
demanding it. We have more demand 
than there is supply. When that is the 
case, you can either increase the sup-
ply, which is the number of doctors and 
the number of hospitals, or you can 
begin to affect demand. 

I would say, Mr. Speaker, that it is 
imperative, as long as we are going to 
try to solve the problem, we may ad-
dress the supply, we may address the 
numbers of doctors, we may address 
the numbers of hospitals, but that does 
not completely deal with the problem 
that I see, that is, on the demand side. 
I think that the first step for us all is 
to begin to live healthier life-styles. 
There is one study which reports that 
if we lost nationwide 10 pounds per per-
son that the incidence of diabetes could 
be cut by 25 percent nationwide. Na-
tionwide diabetes is an exploding phe-
nomenon that is going to affect the 
health care costs for every single one 
of us, even though we are not all af-
fected by it. If we look at our young 
population, we are finding that exer-
cise and healthy choices are so bad 
that youth diabetes is exploding in the 
country, also. 

I will tell the Speaker and this as-
sembled group that these health prob-
lems into the future raise such tremen-
dous concerns on costs for budgets, 
quality of life, that we need to begin to 
make healthier choices. We need to 
make healthier choices in our life re-
garding smoking, regarding physical 
exercise, regarding illegal substances 
that we place into our bodies. All of 
those are things which affect the de-
mand, the demand which causes health 
care costs to increase daily. 
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I think one of the things that we 

need to be smarter about in this coun-
try and which would also begin to 
lower that demand curve for the med-
ical services and begin to affect the 
cost shifts upward each year is in re-
gard to preventive medicines. We all 
need to be doing careful screenings, 
cholesterol checks. We should be doing 
the cancer screenings. I heard statis-
tics today about the way that breast 
cancer is really spreading in this coun-
try. Breast cancer is a curable problem 
and one that is affecting, I think, 1 out 
of every 3 or 4 women. Mr. Speaker, if 
we will begin to do the screenings and 
the preventive medicines, we will find 
that long-term our costs will begin to 
deflate also. 

The health savings accounts, we have 
already discussed how that can affect 
long term the cost of our medical care 
and the cost of associated insurance. 

One of the things that we are want-
ing to institute in this particular bill is 
more competition.

b 2115 

If we look at a couple of examples 
right now in the medical community of 
competition, I think Lasik eye surgery 
is one of the examples, also reconstruc-
tive surgery, the plastic surgery. Both 
of those elements have had competi-
tion introduced into their sphere in the 
last couple of years; and we have seen, 
I think, 30 percent decreases in the cost 
of those particular services. Competi-
tion is one of the important aspects of 
not only the American way of life but 
also in any free market enterprise, and 
we should see that always competition 
is never forbidden but encouraged, and 
it should be that way in our medical 
field. 

The gentleman from Texas (Mr. BUR-
GESS) mentioned that one of the most 
important things we can do to begin to 
lower costs of medical treatment rath-
er than to see the constantly inflating 
and increasing cost of medical treat-
ment is medical liability. Many physi-
cians in my district talk about the es-
calating medical liability costs. Each 
year we face the prospect that more 
and more doctors are going to just stop 
practicing medicine. So instead of in-
creasing the supply, we are actually de-
creasing the supply, which is going to 
give more incentive for prices to go up 
higher even. Medical liability is one of 
the most serious problems in day-to-
day costs of health care and needs to be 
addressed. This House has addressed it. 
We feel like it is a thing that should be 
pushed on through the full Congress 
and sent to the President for signature. 

I think, finally, the good doctor men-
tioned several times, and in good com-
ponents, the cost of defensive medi-
cine. Defensive medicine is not just in 
fear of lawsuits. Defensive medicine is 
when our doctors begin to prescribe 
more tests than should actually be 
done because they are afraid that they 
will be sued if they do not prescribe 
every single test that is available. De-
fensive medicine is when doctors begin 

to order more rather than exactly 
which tests they believe are the right 
ones, which procedures they believe to 
be right. It is in that defensive medi-
cine, that overprescribing, that over-
treating that we find, as the good doc-
tor says, $50 billion worth of cost in 
this country alone and that one single 
step of changing that parameter in our 
health care costs could pay for, for in-
stance, this Medicare prescription drug 
bill. 

Mr. Speaker, we are going to make 
choices in this Nation that are expen-
sive. In this particular case, this par-
ticular bill, it was the right thing be-
cause we have seniors who are having 
to choose between food and medicine. 
There is an immediate impact in this 
Medicare prescription drug bill which 
will give to our low-income seniors 
right now this year a $600 card that is 
good for any purchase of prescription 
drugs throughout the rest of the year. 
Next year the same thing is going to 
happen. Those people at lower incomes, 
$18,000 and below for a couple, will re-
ceive another $600 card next year, 
which will be good to help them defray 
the cost of the prescription drugs. 

As we look at the plan itself, we have 
a lot of critics who are describing the 
gap and being very critical of the gap 
in the pharmaceutical coverage. I will 
tell those people that are assembled 
here today that the single most impor-
tant reason we did that was to be able 
to afford the bill. We did not want to 
break the next generations because we 
paid for full coverage for every single 
person in this Nation. 

I have often explained that my mom 
is one of the people who experienced 
the gap. Her income and her assets are 
high enough that she will be faced with 
seeing that coverage up to a point and 
then a gap and then the protection for 
catastrophic coverage. I asked her 
what she felt about it. She explained to 
me that she understood why we were 
doing it. She explained that she had 
felt blessed in her life, that she would 
gladly pay more in order to make it 
where it is affordable for the next gen-
erations. 

Mr. Speaker, those people who are 
being so critical of this particular as-
pect of the bill I think are being dis-
ingenuous. They talk about the cost of 
the bill on the one hand, while com-
plaining about the gap on the other. I 
am sorry. They simply have to choose 
one or the other. They have to choose 
full coverage and the high price above 
$1 trillion versus the $400 to $500 billion 
that we are facing in this bill as it 
stands. Either they choose full cov-
erage and the higher price, or they give 
the gap in the lower price. We in this 
House and in the Senate and in the bill 
that was passed and signed by the 
President chose to allow those people 
to pay more who could pay more in 
order to make this bill more affordable 
for the next generations. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the Presi-
dent’s calm and patient leadership on 
this matter. The President never 

wavered in his commitment to provide 
coverage for those seniors who are not 
able to provide coverage for them-
selves. And I think that this House 
chose rightly in passing that bill, and I 
think that the seniors are finding that 
it is going to be one of the tremendous 
changes in the way that we present 
medical coverage through the Medicare 
program in this country. 

I appreciate, also, the President’s 
leadership in many other issues. We 
have taken on serious issues in this 
House, and we have passed them. Not 
all have made it to the President, but 
many have made it to the President. 
We took bold steps to reinvigorate the 
economy. The economy, as we under-
stand, had suffered from three deep 
shocks: the collapse of the dot-com in-
dustry back in the ending years of 
President Clinton’s term; 9–11 was the 
second big shock. The third big shock 
were the corporations that were acting 
improperly. Global Crossing is a good 
example. Enron is also an example that 
has been used. When those companies 
began to act improperly, people began 
to suck their money out of the stock 
market and put it into interest-bearing 
accounts at the bank. Those three 
shocks to our economy were ones that 
were very difficult, and many econo-
mies could not have sustained them. 
The President has patiently built our 
economy back with a series of tax de-
creases to the American public. Many 
of those tax decreases fall on busi-
nesses which are able to maintain prof-
itability, increase their employment, 
grow their capacity, increase the capa-
bility of competing with those firms 
overseas. I will tell the Speaker that 
we have done magnificent work in 
many areas; and I appreciate, myself, 
the calm and principled leadership of 
the President, who has decided to fight 
this war on terror, to fix Medicare as 
he saw the Medicare problems to be, to 
deal with the forests that were burning 
up throughout the West, to pass the 
Partial Birth Abortion bill and sign 
that, to pass the AMBER alert bill and 
to get that signed. 

Mr. Speaker, we have done magnifi-
cent work in this House. The President 
has signed much of it into law. But one 
of the most dramatic things we have 
done is to pass this prescription drug 
Medicare reform bill, which I think is 
going to make sure that Medicare is 
available throughout the rest of this 
generation and on into the future for 
my children and my grandchildren.

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mr. BECERRA (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today on account of per-
sonal reasons. 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois (at the request 
of Ms. PELOSI) for today on account of 
business in the district. 

Mr. EMANUEL (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today on account of a fam-
ily commitment. 
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Mr. TAUZIN (at the request of Mr. 

DELAY) for the weeks of March 8 and 
March 15 on account of medical rea-
sons.

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. HINCHEY) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, for 5 
minutes, today. 

Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. BLUMENAUER, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. GREEN of Texas, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. CUMMINGS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. CARSON of Indiana, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. HINCHEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BALLANCE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mrs. BLACKBURN) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:) 

Mr. BURGESS, for 5 minutes, March 
17. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes, 
today and March 17 and 18. 

Mr. DREIER, for 5 minutes, today and 
March 17 and 18. 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

Mr. HENSARLING, for 5 minutes, 
March 17. 

Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Florida, 
for 5 minutes, March 17. 

Mr. BRADLEY of New Hampshire, for 5 
minutes, today and March 18. 

Mr. BEREUTER, for 5 minutes, today 
and March 17.

f 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

Mr. HEFLEY, and to include therein 
extraneous material, notwithstanding 
the fact that it exceeds two pages of 
the RECORD and is estimated by the 
Public Printer to cost $1,372.

f 

SENATE BILL REFERRED 

A bill of the Senate of the following 
title was taken from the Speaker’s 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows:

S. 2043. An act to designate a Federal 
building in Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, as the 
‘‘Ronald Reagan Federal Building’’; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

Mr. Trandahl, Clerk of the House, re-
ported and found truly enrolled a bill 
of the House of the following title, 
which was thereupon signed by the 
Speaker:

H.R. 3724. An act to amend section 220 of 
the National Housing Act to make a tech-
nical correction to restore allowable in-
creases in the maximum mortgage limits for 
FHA-insured mortgages for multifamily 
housing projects to cover increased costs of 
installing a solar energy system or residen-
tial energy conservation measures.

f 

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of 
the following title:

S. 1881. An act to amend the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act to make technical 
corrections relating to the amendments 
made by the Medical Device User Fee and 
Modernization Act of 2002, and for other pur-
poses. 

f 

BILL PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 

Jeff Trandahl, Clerk of the House re-
ports that on March 12, 2004 he pre-
sented to the President of the United 
States, for his approval, the following 
bills.

H.R. 3915. To provide for an additional tem-
porary extension of programs under the 
Small Business Act and the Small Business 
Investment Act of 1958 through April 2, 2004.

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 9 o’clock and 24 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Wednesday, March 17, 2004, at 
10 a.m.

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

7171. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, APHIS, Department of Ag-
riculture, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Asian Longhorned Beetle; Quar-
antined Areas [Docket No. 04-002-1] received 
March 11, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 

7172. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, APHIS, Department of Ag-
riculture, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Cattle From Mexico [Docket No. 
00-112-2] received March 4, 2004, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture. 

7173. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, APHIS, Department of Ag-
riculture, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Brucellosis in Cattle; State and 
Area Classifications; Missouri [Docket No. 
01-015-1] received March 4, 2004, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture. 

7174. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, APHIS, Department of Ag-

riculture, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Unshu Oranges from Honshu Is-
land, Japan [Docket No. 02-108-2] received 
March 4, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 

7175. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, APHIS, Department of Ag-
riculture, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Blood and Tissue Collection at 
Slaughtering and Rendering Establishments 
[Docket No. 99-017-3] (RIN: 0579-AB13) re-
ceived March 4, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 

7176. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting notifica-
tion of intent to use funds provided in Public 
Law 107-38, the Emergency Supplemental Ap-
propriations Act for Recovery from and Re-
sponse to Terrorist Attacks on the United 
States, FY 2001, for the Commission on Intel-
ligence Capabilities of the United States Re-
garding Weapons of Mass Destruction; (H. 
Doc. No. 108–174); to the Committee on Ap-
propriations and ordered to be printed. 

7177. A letter from the Acting Assisstant 
Secretary—Land and Minerals Management, 
Department of the Interior, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule—Oil and Gas and 
Sulphur Operations in the Outer Continental 
Shelf—Revision of Requirements Governing 
Outer Continental Shelf Rights-of-Use and 
Easement and Pipeline Rights-of-Way (RIN: 
1010-AC91) received March 4, 2004, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Resources. 

7178. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions and Forms Services, BCIS, Department 
of Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Eliminating the Nu-
merical Cap on Mexican TN Nonimmigrants 
[CIS No. 2266-03] (RIN: 1615-AA96) received 
March 11, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

7179. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting the designation as ‘‘foreign ter-
rorist organizations’’ pursuant to Section 219 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, pur-
suant to 8 U.S.C. 1189; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

7180. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Management, National Cemetary Ad-
ministration, Department of Veterans Af-
fairs, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — Eligibility for an Approriate Govern-
ment Marker for a Grave Already Marked at 
Private Expense (RIN: 2900-AL40) received 
March 8, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Veterans’ 
Affairs. 

7181. A letter from the Acting Chief, Publi-
cations and Regulations Branch, Internal 
Revenue Service, transmitting the Service’s 
final rule — Federal Tax Treatment of Bene-
fits received Under the Smallpox Emergency 
Personnel Protection Act of 2003 [Notice 
2004-17] received March 5, 2004, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

7182. A letter from the Acting Chief, Publi-
cations and Regulations Branch, Internal 
Revenue Service, transmitting the Service’s 
final rule — Low-Income Housing Credit 
(Rev. Rul. 2004-16) received March 5, 2004, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows:
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Mr. OXLEY: Committee on Financial Serv-

ices. Supplemental report on H.R. 1375. A bill 
to provide regulatory relief and improve pro-
ductivity for insured depository institutions, 
and for other purposes (Rept. 108–152, Pt. 3). 
Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. BARTON: Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. H.R. 3872. A bill to prohibit the 
misappropriation of databases while ensur-
ing consumer access to factual information 
(Rept. 108–437). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. DREIER: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 561. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the resolution (H. Res. 557) re-
lating to the liberation of the Iraqi people 
and the valiant service of the United States 
Armed Forces and Coalition forces (Rept. 
108–438). Referred to the House Calendar.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred, as follows: 

By Mr. GINGREY (for himself, Ms. 
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, and 
Mr. EHLERS): 

H.R. 3970. A bill to provide for the imple-
mentation of a Green Chemistry Research 
and Development Program, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Science. 

By Mr. THOMAS: 
H.R. 3971. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to credit the Highway 
Trust Fund with the full amount of fuel 
taxes, to combat fuel tax evasion, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. FOLEY (for himself, Mr. 
LAMPSON, Mr. BAKER, Mr. FROST, Mr. 
WEXLER, and Ms. WATSON): 

H.R. 3972. A bill to ensure that appropriate 
State social services officers have the au-
thority to access certain Federal databases 
for the purpose of carrying out checks in 
cases of child abuse and neglect and cases of 
missing children, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. NUSSLE: 
H.R. 3973. A bill to amend part C of the 

Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985 to extend the discre-
tionary spending limits and pay-as-you-go 
through fiscal year 2009; to the Committee 
on the Budget. 

By Mr. MILLER of North Carolina (for 
himself and Mr. WATT): 

H.R. 3974. A bill to amend the Truth in 
Lending Act to impose restrictions and limi-
tations on high-cost mortgages, to revise the 
permissible fees and charges on certain loans 
made, to prohibit unfair or deceptive prac-
tices by mortgage brokers and creditors, and 
to provide for public education and coun-
seling about predatory lenders, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

By Mr. BALLANCE: 
H.R. 3975. A bill to authorize States, in the 

event of inadequate Federal funding under 
part B of the Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act, to waive certain require-
ments of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce. 

By Mr. ENGLISH: 
H.R. 3976. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to repeal the depreciation 
adjustments required in computing alter-
native minimum taxable income; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ENGLISH: 
H.R. 3977. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to allow the work oppor-

tunity credit, welfare-to-work credit, and re-
search credit against the alternative min-
imum tax; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. GALLEGLY (for himself and 
Mr. PITTS): 

H.R. 3978. A bill to amend the Immigration 
and Nationality Act to modify provisions re-
lating to designation of foreign terrorist or-
ganizations, to amend the Foreign Relations 
Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1988 and 
1989, to include in annual Department of 
State country reports on terrorism informa-
tion on terrorist groups that seek weapons of 
mass destruction and groups that have been 
designated as foreign terrorist organizations, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on International Relations, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky: 
H.R. 3979. A bill to exempt the natural 

aging process in the determination of the 
production period for distilled spirits under 
section 263A of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SKELTON: 
H. Con. Res. 385. Concurrent resolution 

calling on the President to negotiate a bilat-
eral security agreement with the Iraqi Gov-
erning Council before June 30, 2004; to the 
Committee on International Relations. 

By Mrs. WILSON of New Mexico (for 
herself, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. PEARCE, Mr. 
HUNTER, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, 
Mr. MURTHA, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. 
WILSON of South Carolina, Mr. BART-
LETT of Maryland, Mr. SIMMONS, Mr. 
LOBIONDO, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. REYES, 
Mr. MCKEON, Mr. SNYDER, Mr. 
RODRIGUEZ, Mr. COOPER, Mr. GIBBONS, 
Mr. EVANS, and Mrs. MILLER of 
Michigan): 

H. Con. Res. 386. Concurrent resolution 
congratulating the United States Air Force 
Academy on its 50th Anniversary and recog-
nizing its contributions to the Nation; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. DREIER: 
H. Res. 561. A resolution providing for con-

sideration of the resolution (H. Res. 557) re-
lating to the liberation of the Iraqi people 
and the valiant service of the United States 
Armed Forces and Coalition forces. 

By Mr. REYES: 
H. Res. 562. A resolution honoring and con-

gratulating Don Haskins on his 50 years of 
contributions to the game of basketball and 
his efforts in support of diversity in sports; 
to the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce. 

By Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN (for herself, 
Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of Florida, 
Mr. MENENDEZ, and Mr. MARIO DIAZ-
BALART of Florida): 

H. Res. 563. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the House of Representatives regard-
ing the one-year anniversary of the human 
rights crackdown in Cuba; to the Committee 
on International Relations.

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 119: Mrs. MUSGRAVE. 
H.R. 290: Mr. MEEKS of New York and Mr. 

CROWLEY. 
H.R. 434: Ms. HARRIS and Mrs. MILLER of 

Michigan. 
H.R. 669: Mr. SOUDER. 
H.R. 677: Mr. KILDEE, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. 

SANDERS, and Mr. WAXMAN. 

H.R. 812: Mr. MCCOTTER. 
H.R. 814: Mr. POMEROY and Ms. KILPATRICK. 
H.R. 834: Mr. BURNS. 
H.R. 857: Mr. CRAMER, Mr. TOM DAVIS of 

Virginia, Mr. LEWIS of California, Mr. 
ADERHOLT, Mr. BILIRAKIS, and Mr. CANTOR. 

H.R. 936: Mr. HOLT. 
H.R. 995: Mr. ANDREWS. 
H.R. 996: Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi and Mr. 

CRAMER. 
H.R. 1002: Mr. SMITH of Washington. 
H.R. 1005: Mr. STUPAK, Mrs. MUSGRAVE, and 

Mr. PEARCE. 
H.R. 1034: Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. FILNER, Ms. 

CARSON of Indiana, Mr. CASE, Ms. LEE, and 
Mr. WEXLER.

H.R. 1052: Mr. THOMPSON of California, Mr. 
GREEN of Wisconsin, Ms. CORRINE BROWN of 
Florida, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, and Mr. 
SABO. 

H.R. 1057: Mr. PASCRELL. 
H.R. 1083: Mr. WU, Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. 

LARSEN of Washington, and Mr. KUCINICH. 
H.R. 1118: Mr. MATSUI. 
H.R. 1125: Mr. STENHOLM. 
H.R. 1258: Mr. RYAN of Ohio. 
H.R. 1267: Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri, Mr. 

BACA, Mr. MATSUI, and Mr. CARDOZA. 
H.R. 1345: Mr. GOODE. 
H.R. 1357: Mr. GORDON and Mr. WU. 
H.R. 1464: Mr. KUCINICH. 
H.R. 1508: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. ABER-

CROMBIE, Mr. MEEK of Florida, Mr. PASCRELL, 
and Mr. MEEHAN. 

H.R. 1655: Mr. BACA. 
H.R. 1688: Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. 
H.R. 1726: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 
H.R. 1734: Mr. SMITH of Washington. 
H.R. 1742: Mr. CUNNINGHAM. 
H.R. 1748: Ms. SLAUGHTER. 
H.R. 1749: Mr. LARSEN of Washington.
H.R. 1755: Mr. SESSIONS. 
H.R. 1783: Mr. HOEKSTRA. 
H.R. 1824: Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. MATHESON, Mr. 

DAVIS of Tennessee, and Ms. LEE. 
H.R. 2085: Mr. KUCINICH. 
H.R. 2133: Mr. LOBIONDO. 
H.R. 2151: Mr. TURNER of Texas, Mr. FRANK 

of Massachusetts, Mr. WAXMAN, Ms. BERK-
LEY, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. CARTER, and Mr. 
BONILLA. 

H.R. 2169: Ms. MAJETTE. 
H.R. 2260: Mr. MEEHAN, Ms. MCCARTHY of 

Missouri, and Mr. HALL. 
H.R. 2269: Mr. CRANE. 
H.R. 2291: Mr. CUMMINGS. 
H.R. 2293: Mr. CRANE. 
H.R. 2366: Mr. LANTOS, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, 

and Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida. 
H.R. 2404: Mr. CROWLEY and Mrs. BONO. 
H.R. 2449: Mr. GORDON and Mr. FERGUSON. 
H.R. 2482: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. 
H.R. 2490: Mr. CLAY. 
H.R. 2505: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. 

FILNER, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, and Mr. 
DELAHUNT. 

H.R. 2509: Mr. HYDE. 
H.R. 2536: Mr. HOUGHTON, Mrs. 

CHRISTENSEN, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, and Ms. 
NORTON.

H.R. 2570: Mr. GONZALEZ, Ms. MILLENDER-
MCDONALD, Mr. STUPAK, and Mr. LANTOS. 

H.R. 2665: Mr. COOPER. 
H.R. 2671: Mr. GOSS.. 
H.R. 2702: Mr. KUCINICH and Mr. MOORE. 
H.R. 2768: Mr. PORTER. 
H.R. 2771: Mr. BISHOP of New York, Mr. 

OWENS, and Mr. HOUGHTON. 
H.R. 2823: Mr. BURNS. 
H.R. 2926: Mr. MARKEY and Mr. MATHESON. 
H.R. 2932: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. 

KUCINICH, Mr. LANTOS, and Mr. MCGOVERN. 
H.R. 2933: Mrs. CUBIN. 
H.R. 2944: Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. BAIRD, Mr. 

SMITH of Washington, and Mr. MCGOVERN. 
H.R. 2978: Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri, Mr. 

PUTNAM, Mr. PENCE, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. MUR-
PHY, and Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois. 

H.R. 2999: Mr. CULBERSON, Mr. OSBORNE, 
Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota, and Mr. BISHOP 
of Utah. 
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H.R. 3007: Mr. BOUCHER. 
H.R. 3015: Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. 
H.R. 3049: Mr. LANGEVIN. 
H.R. 3052: Mr. CULBERSON.
H.R. 3115: Mr. NEY. 
H.R. 3134: Mr. SANDERS and Mr. JOHNSON of 

Illinois. 
H.R. 3171: Mr. PAYNE. 
H.R. 3213: Mr. TERRY, Ms. HART, Mr. 

ENGLISH, Mr. STEARNS, Mr. SMITH of Michi-
gan, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, 
Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr. HOSTETTLER, and Mr. 
FORBES. 

H.R. 3277: Mr. BACHUS. 
H.R. 3325: Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. SHERMAN, and 

Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida. 
H.R. 3360: Mr. MORAN of Virginia. 
H.R. 3361: Mr. HINCHEY. 
H.R. 3363: Mr. COOPER. 
H.R. 3377: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-

fornia. 
H.R. 3403: Mr. JOHN and Mr. BERRY. 
H.R. 3410: Mr. SHAYS. 
H.R. 3416: Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. 
H.R. 3441: Mr. LARSON of Connecticut, Mr. 

MCHUGH, Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr. 
POMEROY, Mrs. CAPITO, Ms. WATSON, Mrs. 
NAPOLITANO, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. MORAN of 
Virginia, Mr. MEEHAN, and Mr. MENENDEZ. 

H.R. 3453: Mr. SESSIONS. 
H.R. 3459: Mr. FILNER. 
H.R. 3473: Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. 
H.R. 3474: Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr. 

FORD, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. HALL, and Mr. 
WOLF.

H.R. 3528: Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut and 
Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri. 

H.R. 3543: Mr. DELAHUNT and Mr. MAN-
ZULLO. 

H.R. 3550: Mr. BERMAN. 
H.R. 3587: Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. 
H.R. 3599: Ms. DEGETTE. 
H.R. 3643: Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia. 
H.R. 3668: Mr. ABERCROMBIE. 
H.R. 3673: Ms. BERKLEY. 
H.R. 3687: Mr. LOBIONDO. 
H.R. 3695: Mr. ROTHMAN. 
H.R. 3699: Mr. EDWARDS, Mr. GUTIERREZ, 

Mr. LANTOS, and Mr. POMEROY. 
H.R. 3704: Mr. COX. 
H.R. 3708: Mrs. MUSGRAVE. 
H.R. 3716: Mr. BURR, Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Mr. 

BISHOP of Georgia, and Mr. HAYES. 
H.R. 3720: Mr. WEXLER. 
H.R. 3739: Mr. MOORE. 
H.R. 3743: Mr. STUPAK. 
H.R. 3755: Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. 

H.R. 3793: Mr. KIRK and Mr. WAXMAN. 
H.R. 3795: Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. 
H.R. 3800: Mr. BISHOP of Utah, Mr. PUTNAM, 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. TERRY, and Mr. 
BURGESS.

H.R. 3802: Mr. ENGLISH, Mrs. DAVIS of Cali-
fornia, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. KUCINICH, Ms. 
CORRINE BROWN of Florida, Mrs. JONES of 
Ohio, and Mr. NEY. 

H.R. 3803: Mr. WAXMAN, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, 
and Ms. NORTON. 

H.R. 3818: Ms. CARSON of Indiana, Mr. 
SMITH of Texas, Mr. HOLT, Ms. DUNN, Mr. 
SHAYS, and Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. 

H.R. 3820: Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. GREEN of 
Texas, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, 
Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, 
Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. KILDEE, 
Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. MICHAUD, Mr. 
DUNCAN, Mr. STARK, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. 
RANGEL, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. EVANS, Mr THOMP-
SON of Mississippi, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. LANTOS, 
Mr. HOEFFEL, Mr. FROST, Ms. WOOLSEY, Ms. 
MCCOLLUM, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Ms. MCCARTHY 
of Missouri, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. EMANUEL, Mr. 
STUPAK, and Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. 

H.R. 3834: Mr. BALLANCE. 
H.R. 3847: Mr. MEEHAN. 
H.R. 3854: Mr. BURTON of Indiana. 
H.R. 3857: Ms. DUNN. 
H.R. 3860: Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. 
H.R. 3884: Mr. SMITH of Texas. 
H.R. 3887: Mr. NADLER, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. 

LEACH, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
MOORE, and Mrs. JONES of Ohio. 

H.R. 3889: Mr. BURR and Mr. GOODE. 
H.R. 3919: Ms. DELAURO, Mr. STARK, Mr. 

BROWN of Ohio, Mr. KUCINICH, and Mr. WAX-
MAN.

H.R. 3934: Mrs. MALONEY. 
H.R. 3943: Mr. DREIER. 
H.R. 3946: Mr. DINGELL. 
H.R. 3966: Mr. BLUNT, Mr. SESSIONS, and 

Mr. ISAKSON. 
H.J. Res. 87: Mr. NADLER, Mr. KUCINICH, 

Mr. KILDEE, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode 
Island, Ms. CARSON of Indiana, Mr. FRANK of 
Massachusetts, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, and Mr. 
BISHOP of Georgia. 

H. Con. Res. 111: Mr. NEAL of Massachu-
setts and Mr. LEACH. 

H. Con. Res. 242: Mr. WAMP. 
H. Con. Res. 247: Mr. BOEHLERT. 
H. Con. Res. 257: Ms. HART. 
H. Con. Res. 304: Mr. FARR, Ms. LEE, Mr. 

ROYCE, Mr. TANCREDO, Mr. CALVERT, and Ms. 
MCCARTHY of Missouri. 

H. Con. Res. 311: Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Vir-
ginia. 

H. Con. Res. 332: Mr. WELDON of Florida, 
Mr. KIND, Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois, Mr. 
HOLDEN, Mr. BISHOP of Georgia, Mr. MURPHY, 
Mr. HOYER, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. MARIO DIAZ-
BALART of Florida, Mr. HOEFFEL, Mr. UDALL 
of New Mexico, Mr. TOOMEY, Mr. SIMMONS, 
and Mr. BISHOP of New York. 

H. Con. Res. 343: Mr. BISHOP of Georgia. 
H. Con. Res. 363: Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART 

of Florida. 
H. Con. Res. 365: Mr. BISHOP of Georgia. 
H. Con. Res. 366: Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. 

POMEROY, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. 
BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. PASCRELL, Mrs. 
JONES of Ohio, Mr. BISHOP of New York, Mr. 
CUMMINGS, Mr. BACA, Mr. CARSON of Okla-
homa, Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. 
KUCINICH, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr. SANDLIN, and 
Mr. JOHN. 

H. Con. Res. 371: Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. WEINER, 
Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. MEEK of Florida, Mr. 
ADERHOLT, and Mr. PORTER. 

H. Con. Res. 374: Mr. KLINE and Mr. BISHOP 
of Georgia. 

H. Con. Res. 375: Mr. MORAN of Virginia and 
Mr. EDWARDS. 

H. Con. Res. 378: Mr. KIRK and Mr. ROTH-
MAN. 

H. Res. 28: Mr. ROTHMAN. 
H. Res. 45: Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr. 

LUCAS of Kentucky, and Mr. ROGERS of 
Michigan. 

H. Res. 466: Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr. 
LANGEVIN, and Mr. MICHAUD. 

H. Res. 470: Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia. 
H. Res. 479: Mr. BOEHLERT. 
H. Res. 528: Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin, Mr. 

BURNS, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. FRANK of Massa-
chusetts, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. UDALL of New 
Mexico, Mr. SCOTT of Georgia, Mr. LUCAS of 
Kentucky, Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of Cali-
fornia, and Mr. DOGGETT. 

H. Res. 551: Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. BEREUTER, 
Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. LAHOOD, Mr. KIND, 
Mr. UPTON, Mr. BUYER, Mr. MARKEY, and Mr. 
ENGLISH. 

H. Res. 558: Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr. MOORE, 
Mr. REGULA, Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. PRICE of 
North Carolina, Mr. LAMPSON, Mr. TANNER, 
Mr. LEACH, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. LANTOS, and Mr. 
WILSON of South Carolina. 
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